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ABSTRACT 
 
 
CONGRUENCY OF STAKEHOLDER PERCEPTIONS ON THE INTRODUCTION  
 
AND PRESENCE OF LEADERSHIP QUALITIES AND CHARACTERISTICS OF A  
 
NEW UNIVERSITY PRESIDENT 
 
 
 
 
 
By 
 
Leslie Folmer Clinton 
 
December 2007 
 
 
 
Dissertation Supervised by Dr. James E. Henderson 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine the level of congruence of the leadership 
qualities and characteristics desired of a new university president among the key 
university stakeholder groups.  This study compares the six stakeholder groups involved 
in the presidential search—trustees, administrators, staff, faculty, alumni and students at 
four of Pennsylvania‘s State System of Higher Education (PASSHE) universities that 
have conducted a presidential search within the last three years.  The search committee 
members at the universities participating in this study were only involved in ―searching‖ 
for a president.  The most significant part of the process, the ―selection‖ or naming of the 
president, was conducted by the governing board at the system level.  McLaughlin and 
Riesman (1990) contend that ―The best searches serve to legitimate the final choice of the 
search committee and the trustees so that a new president can have a smooth entrée to the 
presidency‖ (p.21).  Research conducted on constituency perceptions of presidential 
 v 
effectiveness would lead one to hypothesize that governing boards, faculties and 
administrators share differences in the leadership criteria desired in a new president 
(Birnbaum, 1992; Fujita, 1994; Michael, Schwartz & Balraj, 2001).  A purposive sample 
of the six constituency groups represents the stakeholders identified in Board of 
Governors Policy 1983-13-A as members of the presidential search committee.  Since a 
standard list of leadership qualities and characteristics currently does not exist for 
presidential searches in PASSHE, criteria used to evaluate the performance of a 
university president was made into an online survey of thirty-nine leadership 
characteristics.  Analysis of variance was used to evaluate mean differences between the 
six stakeholder groups within each university and within the same stakeholder groups 
between the universities.  Although significant differences were found among 
stakeholders within and between the four universities, the stakeholders were in agreement 
more times than not on the leadership qualities and characteristics they desired in a new 
university president.  Other factors beyond the leadership qualities and characteristics 
have an impact on the search process.  Comments offered by the participants of this study 
provide further evidence as to what these influences are.   
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 INTRODUCTION 
 
 ―Choosing leaders is the most vital and important matter corporations and 
institutions face‖ (DePree, 1989, p. 134).  Although Max DePree proffered this statement 
almost twenty years ago, some would argue that choosing leaders is even more relevant 
today and will continue to be as we move forward in the 21
st
 Century. 
 In the case of higher education, trends that were once identified as representing 
organizational challenges more than twenty years ago are still valid today.  Some of these 
trends include: the need to maintain quality with reduced resources, the need for 
collaboration and communication, the need for more people for problem-solving, and the 
need for integration of technology and human resources (Feitler & Murray, 1989). 
 Meanwhile, new trends have emerged that will create organizational challenges 
for leaders, especially in public higher education.  Competition for state appropriations 
will continue to increase and private funds will become more essential.  Maintaining the 
quality of the physical plant will be a challenge as facilities need modernized or replaced.  
Information and learning technologies will continue to outpace available funds and our 
ability to learn new technologies.  Demands for accountability will continue to come 
from a variety of constituencies calling for financial accountability, evidence of student 
success and employee productivity.  These organizational challenges require exceptional 
leadership from leaders. 
Leadership Qualifications and Characteristics 
In the higher education arena, the qualifications and leadership characteristics 
universities seek in their presidents suggest the importance stakeholders place on their 
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leaders for the success of the organization.  An advertisement in the Careers section of 
the Chronicle of Higher Education points this out.  One particular search committee 
desires ―a dynamic leader and visionary who brings outstanding administrative skills.  
Candidates must demonstrate the ability to lead effectively within a shared governance 
environment, appreciate the unique characteristics of public higher education, and bring 
experience as a successful fund raiser‖ (2007, p. C37). 
In many of the position listings featured in the Chronicle of Higher Education, 
leadership traits consistently sought after in future university presidents included: 
teambuilding, business acumen, conflict management, problem solving, motivation, 
delegation, open door policy, and a commitment to shared governance.  Additional skills 
considered important for a presidency include the ability to facilitate and communicate a 
vision and implement a strategic plan with clear educational and operational goals.  Most 
position announcements include descriptors such as the need for leaders to be of the 
highest professional and personal integrity, excellent judgment, personal warmth, good 
listening skills, and high energy and stamina.  These leadership traits and skills called for 
in university presidents fall within the variables that have been associated with effective 
leadership.   
DePree (1989) contends that all leaders must bring to the organization certain 
characteristics and traits. A future leader  
 has consistent and dependable integrity 
 cherishes heterogeneity and diversity 
 searches out competence 
 is open to contrary opinion 
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 communicates easily at all levels 
 understands the concepts of equality and consistently advocates it 
 leads through serving 
 is vulnerable to the skills and talents of others 
 is intimate with the organization and its work 
 is able to see the broad picture (beyond his own area of focus) 
 is a spokesperson and diplomat 
 can be a tribal storyteller (an important way of transmitting our corporate 
culture) 
 tells why rather than how (p.131-132) 
Maxwell (1999) defines the personal characteristics that he believes are needed 
for someone to be an effective leader.  Most of the characteristics he describes—vision, 
character, communication, commitment, problem solving—are similar to those 
mentioned by DePree and others for effective leadership. 
 The research findings of a study of four successful long-term presidents reveal 
that university presidents are responsible for moving their institutions to the next level of 
excellence (Donnelly, 1995).  Common factors were identified among the four successful 
presidents.  One factor directly related to leadership was the good ―fit‖ between the 
president and their institution.  The reason for this fit, according to Donnelly, was that the 
president‘s ―vision‖ for the university was in agreement with where the university‘s 
constituencies were willing to go. 
 Bennis (1989) developed a list of ten factors, both personal and organizational 
characteristics, for dealing with change and moving into the future.  After studying 90 
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highly effective leaders, Bennis discovered that not all of the leaders possessed all ten 
characteristics.  Surprisingly, however, all of the leaders did share one characteristic—
vision.  ―All leaders have the capacity to create a compelling vision, one that takes people 
to a new place, and then to translate that vision into reality‖ (Bennis, 1989, p. 182). 
 Drucker (1988) would agree that effective leaders know and understand their 
organization‘s mission and set the goals and priorities for carrying them out.  He also 
takes the position that leadership qualities and leadership personality do not exist.  He 
cited Roosevelt, Churchill, Eisenhower, and MacArthur as examples of highly effective 
leaders who did not share similar leadership qualities and personality traits.   
In 2006, The Association of Governing Board‘s Task Force on the State of the 
Presidency in American Higher Education reaffirmed the challenges facing higher 
education in its report, The Leadership Imperative.  While the Task Force‘s 
recommendations were primarily focused at boards of trustees and presidents, the Task 
Force noted that, ―working in conjunction with the faculty and other stakeholders, 
presidents and boards exert a major impact on governance and hence the ability of 
institutions to reach their goals and secure and retain the public trust‖ (AGB Task Force, 
2006, p.31).     
Stakeholders and Institutional Governance 
Balderston (1995) points out trustees, administrators, faculty, student government 
and alumni make up the ―conventional building blocks for governance within the 
university‖ (p. 55).  The history of American higher education, however, reveals that 
while each of these stakeholder groups plays a role in institutional governance, their roles 
at times may be misunderstood, change, and be in conflict with each other.  Governing 
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board members—lawyers, business people and government officials—those at the top of 
the  hierarchy within the university or college governing structure, have long been 
considered by academia as outsiders who want to impose business practices on higher 
education (Cowley, 1980).   
Balderston (1995) firmly states that the faculty is a major stakeholder.  But at 
universities and colleges, ―Where faculty collective bargaining and union representation 
have developed, the new adversarial approach has tended to reduce the level of mutual 
confidence, thereby greatly weakening older concepts of ‗shared governance,‘‖ (p. 59).  
Gerber (1997) proffers that shared governance has actually enhanced America‘s 
reputation for higher education in the world.  Cowley (1980) contends that governing 
boards have actually increased faculty involvement over the years to the point where 
nearly all academic policy is proposed by the faculty.  Conflict arises according to 
Cowley (1980) when ―Some professors and trustees mistakenly think that in order to 
govern an institution, they must administer it‖ (p. 70). 
Students share a role in academic governance.  Students became involved in 
academic policy through the rise of student governments on college and university 
campuses.  Students wanted responsibility for student discipline on their campuses.  Over 
time a host of issues involving students led to greater involvement in governance 
(Cowley, 1980).  Interestingly, Balderston (1995) points out that ―students and faculty 
may have deeply opposing views on matters of academic policy, curriculum, passing 
standards, and academic personnel‖ (p. 140).  Some students serve as trustees with full 
voting privileges as is the case at the fourteen universities in the Pennsylvania State 
 6 
System of Higher Education (PASSHE).  Students also have voting representation on the 
PASSHE Board of Governors.    
Alumni have been benefiting colleges and universities in several ways.  Alumni 
provide financial support to their universities.  Some alumni either hold positions of 
influence in government or business or are in positions to influence those who are in 
those positions.  Alumni are selected to serve on the governing boards of colleges and 
universities.  Higher education recognizes the importance of alumni through the 
establishment of alumni and development offices, alumni magazines, alumni chapters and 
advisory councils (Cowley, 1980). 
The university president is a major stakeholder typically selected by the 
governing board.  The university president must manage the relationship between and 
among each of the stakeholder groups.  The president‘s executive administration is also a 
stakeholder, assisting the president in the administration of the university. 
The administrative staff is also a stakeholder in the affairs of the institution.  
Balderston (1995) suggests that morale and productivity may be affected when the staff is 
not included in the communication and governance of the university.    
Statement of the Problem 
Few people would disagree that selecting a new president to lead their university 
toward a culture of success is one of the most important tasks of the university 
community.  More specifically, it is the university‘s governing board that is typically 
charged with the responsibility of overseeing the search process and hiring the new 
president.   
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Much of the literature on the presidential search process reveals that the most 
important responsibility of boards of trustees is selecting a new president.  Bolman 
(1965) points out a governing board should be aware of the leadership needs of their 
institution and select leaders whose abilities match.  According to Michael, Schwartz and 
Balraj, ―effective presidency starts with selecting capable individuals who have the 
experience and talents suitable to the unique needs of their institutions‖ (2001, p. 333).  
Very little research, however, has been conducted on defining the criteria for good 
presidential leadership during the search and selection process.  As Fujita phrased it, 
―how constituents define good presidential leadership becomes a practical matter on 
campus when presidents are either selected or evaluated for reappointment‖ (1994, p. 76). 
There is also no evidence to suggest how leadership qualities and characteristics 
desired of a new university president compare among the institutional stakeholders 
during the search process.  Several studies do, however, focus on comparing stakeholders 
as to their perceptions of presidential effectiveness (McGoey, 2005; Bensimon, 1990; 
Fujita, 1994; Michael, et al., 2001). 
McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) contend that devising the list of qualifications 
by the search committee at the beginning of the process has minimal impact on the 
selection of the president.  That is not to say that developing a list of presidential 
qualifications is not important to the search process.  ―The constitution of a search 
committee, the specification of the criteria sought, the selection of individuals to meet 
with the final candidates under consideration—all are indications of ‗ownership‘ by the 
institution‘s stakeholders and contestants‖ (McLaughlin & Riesman, 1990, p. 14-15).        
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Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education 
In the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education, a system-wide governing 
board selects and appoints the president for each of the fourteen State System universities 
when a vacancy occurs (Policy 1983-13-A) (see Appendix A for policy).  The four page 
policy provides guidelines for conducting presidential searches including the search 
procedures to be followed by the individual campuses and the selection procedures to be 
followed by the board of governors.    
 In the hierarchy of the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education, the 
chancellor reports to the board of governors; the president of the university reports 
directly to the chancellor.  Under the search procedures, the chancellor authorizes the 
chairperson of the university‘s council of trustees to form a presidential search 
committee.  The membership of the search committee is specifically prescribed: three 
trustees; one university executive or administrator who does not report to the president; 
two faculty members; one non-instructional person; one student; and one alumna or 
alumnus.  The council of trustees may also appoint three additional members within the 
university as a means to assuring appropriate involvement by constituency.  A consulting 
firm must also be selected by the council of trustees from a list approved by the 
chancellor (Policy 1983-13-A). 
 The presidential search committee is responsible for screening applications, 
conducting off-campus interviews, inviting leading candidates to visit the campus, and 
making recommendations to the trustees.  The primary role of the council of trustees is to 
submit three candidates, without ranking, to the chancellor for consideration.  The board 
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of governors conducts interviews of the three candidates and makes a final presidential 
selection. 
The Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education‘s ―Guidelines for 
Recommending Presidential Appointment‖ (1983) (see Appendix A for guidelines) is 
silent on the leadership characteristics and qualifications that the board of governors 
considers and desires when selecting a university president.  Each university‘s council of 
trustees and search committee may decide what leadership characteristics and 
qualifications are necessary in screening for successful candidates.  They also determine 
the extent to which the stakeholder constituencies are involved in defining the 
characteristics and qualifications important to them.  The search committee screens 
individuals for the purpose of recommending candidates to the council of trustees.  The 
council of trustees then forwards a recommendation of three unranked candidates to the 
chancellor and the board of governors.  The chancellor and the board‘s personnel 
committee conduct background checks and interview the candidates of choice.  The 
board of governors votes on the chancellor‘s recommendation, which may or may not be 
one of the three candidates recommended by the university‘s council of trustees.   
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to examine the level of congruence of the leadership 
qualities and characteristics desired of a new university president among the university 
stakeholder groups.  This research study compares the six stakeholders involved in the 
presidential search—trustees, administrators, staff, faculty, alumni and students within 
four of Pennsylvania‘s State System Universities that have conducted a presidential 
search within the last three years.  This study also compares the six stakeholder groups 
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between each of the four Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education universities to 
ascertain whether there is a significant statistical difference among the same stakeholder 
groups.  The ―Guidelines for Recommending Presidential Appointment‖ (1983) do not 
provide the universities with leadership criteria that the chancellor and board of 
governors use in selecting a new president.  Many of the criteria for evaluating the 
performance of all university presidents as outlined in Board of Governors‘ Policy 2002-
03 (see Appendix B) is utilized in this study.       
Research Questions 
1.  Is there a significant difference in the leadership qualities and characteristics 
desired by the key stakeholder groups in the search of a new president at selected 
universities within the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education? 
2.  Is there a significant difference in the leadership qualities and characteristics 
desired by the key stakeholder groups in the search of a new president between 
selected universities within the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education? 
Null Hypothesis 
 The introduction and presence of the leadership qualities and characteristics as 
described in the criteria for performance of a new university president in the Board of 
Governor‘s Policy 2002-03 are incongruent among stakeholder groups involved in the 
campus presidential search process. 
Significance of the Study 
McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) contend that ―The best searches serve to 
legitimate the final choice of the search committee and the trustees so that a new 
president can have a smooth entrée to the presidency‖ (p. 21).  Numerous articles have 
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been written in the Chronicle of Higher Education by past and current presidents about 
failed presidential searches and inherent problems with the search process.  This study 
seeks to expand the limited research that currently exists on the presidential search 
process as it relates to the leadership qualities and characteristics desired in university 
presidents.  The search committee members at the universities participating in this study 
were only involved in ―searching‖ for a president.  The most significant part of the 
process, the ―selection‖ or naming of the president, was conducted by the governing 
board at the ―system‖ level.  This two-tiered search and selection process is less common 
than the single search and selection committee (McLaughlin & Riesman, 1990).   
  Research conducted on constituency perceptions of presidential effectiveness 
would lead one to hypothesize that governing boards, faculties and administrators share 
differences in the leadership criteria desired in a new president (Birnbaum, 1992; Fujita, 
1994; Michael, Schwartz & Balraj, 2001).  How confident can the key stakeholders be 
that the leadership characteristics and qualifications important to them are equally 
important to the other stakeholders, the search committee, the council of trustees and 
ultimately the chancellor and board of governors?  Are the leadership characteristics and 
qualifications desired of a new president congruent among stakeholder groups involved 
in the campus presidential search process?  This study examines these important 
questions using performance criteria as described in Board of Governor‘s Policy 2002-03 
for the formal evaluation of the president by the university‘s council of trustees.    
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Definition of Key Terms 
Stakeholders    
Those constituent groups who have representation on a university‘s presidential 
search committee—trustees, administrators, faculty, staff, students and alumni, as 
specified in Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education Board of Governor‘s Policy 
1983-13-A.  For purposes of this study, trustees are the eleven members of the 
university‘s council of trustees; administrators are defined as employees having 
management classification or are part of the state college and university professional 
association; faculty are defined as those tenured or in a tenured track; staff are defined as 
non-instructional and non-administrative employees who are represented by the 
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), or the 
nurse or police unions; students are defined as undergraduates and alumni are defined as 
graduates of the university.   
Governing Board   
Every university in the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education has an 
eleven member council of trustees with specific responsibilities as outlined in Board of 
Governors‘ Policy.  The council of trustees does not have the authority to select or 
terminate a university president.  For purposes of this study, the governing board is the 
Board of Governors of the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education who does 
have the authority to select and terminate a university president. 
Shared Governance 
 In higher education, faculty and staff participate or share a role with the president, 
administrators, and trustees in the decision-making of educational goals and policies for 
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the institution.  At some colleges and universities, students may also be considered 
participants in shared governance by serving on various university and academic policy 
committees. 
Criteria for Presidential Evaluation 
     The Board of Governors of the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education 
established criteria by which all university presidents in the State System are evaluated 
every year.    
Summary 
Chapter One presented the views of respected theorists on what characteristics 
and qualities are needed to be an effective leader.  A discussion about the role 
stakeholders play in institutional governance was offered and how presidents are selected 
in the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education.  The purpose and significance of 
the study were outlined as well as the research questions, and null hypothesis.  Key terms 
used throughout the chapters were also defined.  Chapter Two discusses the relevant 
literature in the areas of the presidential search process, the experiences and attitudes of 
university and college presidents, and presidential effectiveness.   
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CHAPTER II 
 LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
This chapter will review the relevant literature in the areas of the presidential 
search process, the experiences and attitudes of university and college presidents, and 
presidential effectiveness.   
The Presidential Search Process 
Clara Lovett (2002), president emerita of Northern Arizona University points out 
that the process used to select university and college presidents across the country screens 
out intellectual and educational leaders in favor of candidates more suited for political 
office.  Search committees are generally established by the university‘s governing board 
to screen candidate applications, conduct interviews, and make recommendations as to 
the top candidates for final consideration.  The process is secretive until candidates are 
brought to campus for an interview to protect the candidate‘s confidentiality.  The 
composition of the search committee varies among institutions; however, many follow 
the principle of constituency representation, according to Lovett (2002). 
 Birnbaum (1988) suggests that the characteristics desired in a new president 
should be determined after an assessment of the institution‘s present state and future 
potential.  The second step is to identify a list of qualifications to seek in a new president.  
Poston (1997) agrees an institutional assessment is required to determine what leadership 
qualities are needed in the next president.  Stakeholders should have an opportunity to 
react to the qualifications and arrive at a consensus as a campus community on those 
 15 
most important ―since these criteria are used in evaluating candidates‘ credentials and 
again in the interview process‖ (p. 32).   
Birnbaum notes that, ―The process by which leaders are selected be thought of as 
an integral part of organizational life‖ (1988, p. 494).  If there are procedural defects in 
the search process, such as ill conceived performance criteria, then the legitimacy of the 
search process may be jeopardized (Birnbaum, 1988).  Constituency participation in 
developing the desirable characteristics of a president ensures ―that a criterion important 
to them appears in the written position description, and it allows all participants to test 
areas of consensus and begin the process of negotiating differences‖ (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 
495).   
McLaughin and Riesman (1990) would agree with Birnbaum that the search 
committee should develop criteria for a new president at the outset of the search process.  
They are less optimistic, however, regarding the criteria‘s importance to the final 
outcome of the search process.  ―Many search committees spend long hours deciding on 
their statements of qualifications for the presidency, only to put them aside after they 
have been printed and circulated, never to look at them again‖ (McLaughlin & Riesman, 
1990, p.17).  They are also critical of the list of qualifications developed by search 
committees believing them to be ―obvious,‖ ―arbitrary,‖ and ―abstract‖ (McLaughlin & 
Riesman, 1990, p.76).       
Constituency representation on the search committee is also an important factor in 
the legitimacy of the search process.  Birnbaum (1988) believes that a candidate can gain 
insights about the values of the campus by simply looking at the composition of the 
search committee.  A proportionately higher number of faculty members on a search 
 16 
committee would signal to the candidate more faculty influence on the campus rather 
than a process influenced more by its trustees. 
The composition of the search committee varies but consistent among nearly all 
presidential searches is representation by trustees and faculty.  While some do not believe 
that students add much value to the search process, eighty percent of the searches 
McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) studied included students on the search committee.  
Administrators serve on some search committees, but some stakeholders believe that it is 
unwise to have individuals on a committee who are involved with selecting their own 
boss.  McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) note that non-professional staff and alumni are 
also stakeholders in the presidential search process. 
Clausen (1997) contends that ―there has been a nationwide assault on the faculty‘s 
rightful claim‖ (p.22) to be a primary player in the presidential search process.  The 
American Association of University Professors (AAUP) developed recommendations 
regarding the role faculty should play in presidential searches.  AAUP states that faculty: 
promote and protect the educational mission of the university; protects the public interest 
in higher education; and promotes the spirit of shared governance (Clausen, 1997). 
In 1994 the local AAUP chapter of the University of San Diego, where Dennis 
Clausen served as a professor of English, mailed 200 questionnaires to colleges and 
universities that had engaged in presidential searches over the previous three years.  The 
chapter wanted to specifically know the extent to which faculty had played a key role in 
their presidential searches.  One question also focused on whether openness or secrecy 
was a significant factor in the search process.  Over 100 survey responses were returned 
by people who had served on their university‘s presidential search committee including 
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trustees, faculty, and administrators.  The results revealed that few of the respondents 
cited secrecy as the reason their presidential search was successful.  Many search 
committee respondents indicated that an open search gave them creditability and 
legitimacy (Clausen, 1997). 
AAUP was also interested in identifying which presidential searches were 
considered ―successful,‖ meaning ―the university became a stronger educational 
institution as a result of its presidential search effort‖ (Clausen, 1997, p. 27).  One of the 
conclusions of AAUP‘s study was that meaningful faculty involvement in searches is 
instrumental to a successful search effort (Clausen, 1997).              
While this study focuses on the stakeholders involved in the search for a 
president, it also focuses on the governing board that has the ultimate responsibility for 
selecting the president.  The single search and selection committee is the most popular, 
particularly with private colleges, according to McLaughlin and Riesman (1990).  A two-
tiered model whereby the ―search‖ is conducted at the campus level and the ―selection‖ is 
made at the system level, as is the case with the Pennsylvania State System of Higher 
Education, may also impact on the legitimacy of the search process.  When the two-tiered 
model is practiced on a college campus, faculty may believe that the trustees have 
conspired to select a particular candidate.       
Size matters as it relates to the number of representatives each stakeholder group 
receives on the search committee.  The faculty is typically the most vocal about wanting 
greater representation on the search committee to be on a more equal footing with 
trustees.  McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) point out that having greater representation on 
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the search committee does not guarantee that the interests of the faculty will be better 
served but may provide a sense of legitimacy to the search process.   
 McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) provide a perspective on how stakeholders on 
the search committee may view each other:   
Committee members may see the committee in terms of ―them‖ and ―us,‖ a 
situation which is exacerbated when search committee members enter the 
process—as indeed many do—suspicious of each other‘s motives and intentions.  
In many searches, for instance, trustees underestimate the pragmatism of which 
faculty members and even students are capable, taking it for granted that faculty 
members will insist on selecting a candidate with a Ph.D. and a record of 
scholarship and teaching.  Similarly, faculty members may be fearful of trustee 
collusion, wary that the selection may already be predetermined, or afraid that 
trustee priorities will be at odds with theirs. (p. 64-65) 
McLaughlin and Riesman (1985) have studied presidential searches for more than 
two decades.  In their report, The Vicissitudes of the Search Process, McLaughlin and 
Riesman (1985) used data obtained from a survey of sixty-five institutions involved in 
searches during the 1980-81 academic year.  They also reviewed nearly seventy-five case 
studies of searches that included interviews with the different stakeholder groups and 
presidential candidates themselves.  Their studies suggest that pitfalls may arise early in 
the search process when shortcuts are taken in considering institutional direction and 
leadership qualifications.  They contend that in cases where the selection criteria have not 
been determined upfront institutional priorities become the focus for debate (McLaughlin 
& Riesman, 1985).  Revealing that there are differences between faculty and trustees 
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when it comes to choosing a president, McLaughlin and Riesman make it clear, ―Faculty 
generally want an academic leader; trustees often put first, not scholarship but 
salesmanship‖ (1985, p.345). 
Greenwood and Ross (1996) contend that every college and university seeks 
candidates with different qualifications depending on the type of institution and its needs 
at time of the search.  Janet Greenwood, a partner and executive search consultant with 
Heidrick and Struggles, and Marlene Ross, director of the American Council on 
Education Fellows Program, offer a more pragmatic view of how presidential search 
committees gauge candidates.  One measure is how a candidate‘s experiences and 
responsibilities match up with the responsibilities of the position.  Another measure is 
what the candidate might bring to the institution in terms of academic stature.  
Interestingly, a candidate with a doctorate in education has a higher probability of 
obtaining a presidency at a college with a history of teacher education.  In the case of 
research, doctoral, and liberal arts institutions, greater preference is given to candidates 
with a liberal arts background and a Ph.D.  Stature of the institution where the candidate 
received his or her degree and where they currently work are also factors considered by 
the search committee (Greenwood & Ross, 2006). 
 Those institutions that have evaluated their needs prior to initiating a search 
(McLaughlin & Riesman, 1985, 1990; Birnbaum, 1988) seek out candidates whose 
specific skills or backgrounds match the institution‘s needs.  While the institution may be 
seeking candidates with certain skills in fund raising, budgeting or student recruitment, it 
does not necessarily mean that all stakeholders share the same interest in candidates.  
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Most college presidents come to their positions having taken the ―traditional‖ 
academic path.  A study based on a 2006 survey of 2,148 presidents of public and private 
colleges by the American Council on Education (ACE) reveals that while one out of 
every five presidents had served in a presidency before their current position, 31% rose to 
the presidency as the chief academic officer or provost.  All but 13% of presidents who 
were counted in the study held their last prior position in academia (June, 2007).  
Greenwood and Ross (1996) note that interest is increasing in ―nontraditional‖ candidates 
who have backgrounds and work experiences in government, business or politics.  The 
ACE study shows a slight percentage increase, 10.1% in 1986 to 13.1% in 2006, in 
presidents coming to their positions from outside higher education.  Further investigation 
reveals, however, that the percentage of presidents outside of academe has actually 
declined from 15% in 2001, the last time ACE conducted a similar study (June, 2007).   
Trustees and faculty appear to take a different perspective about candidates with 
nontraditional backgrounds.  Trustees concerned about budgets and raising revenues are 
more likely to be receptive to candidates with business backgrounds.  Trustees may also 
view a politician as a viable candidate if there is an institutional need for a president with 
expertise in dealing with legislatures.  The ACE study supports the contention made by 
McLaughlin and Riesman (1985) and Greenwood and Ross (1996) that faculty members 
want individuals with academic backgrounds to serve as president. 
Research conducted by Gary Fitsimmons (2005) examines the qualifications and 
competencies desired by chief academic officers for hiring academic library directors.  
Similar to the presidential search and selection process used in the Pennsylvania State 
System of Higher Education, university search committees in Fitsimmons‘ (2005) study 
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participated in the search for academic library directors but were not involved in the 
actual selection of the academic library directors.  The naming of the academic library 
directors was the responsibility of the chief academic officer.  The study used a list of 
qualities librarians viewed as important in an academic library director and compared 
their responses with the chief academic officers—those individuals who make the hiring 
decision. 
 The importance of Fitsimmons‘ (2005) study for selecting academic library 
directors closely parallels the purpose of studying the leadership qualities and 
characteristics desired in university presidents by the universities‘ stakeholders.  ―If 
librarians knew what qualifications hiring administrators see as essential for the position 
of library director, they could then work much more effectively with their supervising 
administrators by gaining additional relevant competencies and working to resolve any 
differences of opinion‖ (Fitsimmons, 2005, p.3). 
 The results of the study showed that librarians and chief academic officers were in 
agreement on the list of qualities important to them in hiring an academic library director.  
The means of the two groups‘ ratings were compared for statistical significance.  The 
results also showed that the two groups shared differences.  The chief academic officers 
placed a higher priority on ideological attributes while experience rated higher in 
importance by the librarians.  Chief academic officers also added qualities to their list 
including multi-tasking, work ethic, self-motivator and student oriented (Fitsimmons, 
2005).    
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Experiences and Attitudes of University and College Presidents  
 The results of the survey study conducted by the American Council on Education 
provide a profile of the experiences and attitudes of presidents in 2006.  One survey 
question asked presidents what areas they felt insufficiently prepared.  The top five 
responses: fund raising, 22.8%; risk management, 17.4%; capital improvement, 15.3%; 
budget, 14.7%; and entrepreneurial venues, 14.6%, were related to nonacademic areas of 
the institution. Academic issues and faculty issues were in the bottom five of the 
seventeen areas surveyed.  Respondents were also asked to select the top three areas they 
enjoy working the most.  The responses shifted to some extent with community relations 
at the top with 31.4%; fund raising, 27.5%; academic issues, 26.9%; capital-improvement 
projects, 21.5%; and strategic planning, 20.6%.  Government-board relations were eighth 
on the list at 14.7% while faculty issues and student life and conduct issues were at 5.6% 
and 4.9% respectively (June, 2007). 
 Presidents were also surveyed as to which constituent groups provide them with 
the greatest rewards and the greatest challenges.  Interestingly, but not surprisingly, the 
top constituent groups are different on these two questions.  When presidents were asked 
to select the top three constituent groups that provide the greatest rewards, students were 
ranked first at 53.5% followed by administration/staff at 42.8%; faculty, 30.1%; 
community residents, 25.7%; and governing board, 25.1%.  Faculty were viewed as 
presenting presidents with the greatest challenge, 39.6%; legislators, 31%; governing 
board, 22.6%; benefactors, 18.5%; and system office, 17.9% (June, 2007). 
 The survey of presidents also reveals striking differences between public and 
private institutions in the areas of presidents‘ primary use of time, activities enjoyed 
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most, and constituent groups that pose the greatest challenges.  Presidents at public 
institutions spend a greater proportion of their time on budgets while presidents at private 
institutions report spending more time on fund raising.  The nature of funding for public 
and private institutions would support these results.  Fund raising is also the most enjoyed 
presidential activity by private institution presidents while community relations activities 
on enjoyed more by presidents at public institutions.  The constituent groups that present 
the greatest challenges differ in that faculty are viewed as the greatest challenge by 
presidents at private institutions.  Legislators and policy makers lead the list of 
constituent groups that present presidents with the greatest challenges at public 
institutions (June, 2007). 
Presidential Effectiveness 
Studies conducted on constituency perceptions of presidential effectiveness 
involving governing boards, faculty and administrators provide evidence of stark 
differences on what makes a good president.  Fujita (1994) used data collected as part of 
the Institutional Leadership Project, a five-year longitudinal study on the interaction of 
trustees, senior administrators, and faculty leaders to study how these three groups 
distinguish between good and poor presidential leadership.  Fujita was looking for any 
commonalities in criteria that may be used to evaluate their presidents.  Governing board 
members and administrators evaluated their presidents more positively than faculty 
leaders who were more mixed in their evaluations of the president. 
 Fujita (1994) analyzed ten evaluative categories derived from open-ended 
questions from all three constituency groups.  Interestingly, three evaluative categories, 
willingness to be influenced, competence, and respect for the culture, were rated the most 
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important by all three groups although the order of importance varied by group.  Board 
members and administrators cited competence as the most important of the criteria for 
evaluating good or poor presidential performance.  Faculty viewed the president‘s 
willingness to be influenced as most important to them.  The three groups also differed in 
the skills desired in a president.  The interpersonal skills of the president were most 
important to faculty.  The public relations skills of the president were most important to 
board members.  Administrators valued most a president‘s planning skills.  The most 
common evaluative criterion cited among all three groups was respect for culture. 
  Fujita (1994) concluded that board members, faculty and administrators have 
different sets of values, expectations and experiences.  ―An awareness of the differing 
values among the subcultures on a campus has important implications for understanding 
what is expected of a president and why he or she gains or loses support among different 
constituencies on campus‖ (Fujita, 1994, p. 88).  Davis and Davis (1999) observed that 
Fujita‘s study has a limitation in that two important stakeholder groups were not part of 
her study—students and staff.  They argue that students and staff offer important 
viewpoints which are very different from the stakeholders Fujita studied—faculty, 
trustees, and administrators.  Taking the argument another step, Davis and Davis (1999) 
wrote: ―Further, while faculty members have a knowledge and concern for academic 
issues by nature of their roles as scholars, most almost have no idea what the president 
actually does‖ (p.132). 
Dennis and Bullerdieck (1986) acknowledged that faculty participation in 
presidential evaluations as well as other stakeholder groups was critical to the 
institution‘s well-being.  While they also recognized that obtaining valid data from 
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faculty either formally or informally may be difficult, Dennis and Bullerdieck (1986) 
write: 
The perception of the faculty (whether it is groundless or not) is a reality that 
must be taken into account.  It should be kept in mind that members of the faculty 
as a whole have a long collective memory and thus a good perspective on the 
institution.  Also, the faculty members are those who have to execute the policies 
of the president or chancellor.  It makes sense that they, above all, would be the 
best judges of these policies within the context that they occur.  At the very least, 
there should be agreement that the faculty is reliable in describing if not 
evaluating, the president and his or her effect upon the institution. (p. 3) 
 Birnbaum (1992) used the same longitudinal study as Fujita to study the 
relationship between faculty and presidents and whether faculty support was high, mixed 
or low for new and old presidents.  The thirty-two presidents included in the case study 
were divided equally between new and old presidents.  Presidents were considered new if 
they had been in office two years or less; presidents were considered old if they were in 
office longer than two years.         
 Birnbaum (1992) found that a majority of the new presidents with high faculty 
support shared many characteristics.  Faculty did not have high support for their 
predecessors.  They gave high marks to new presidents who sought faculty input and 
supported shared governance.  These presidents were also viewed as ―take charge‖ 
presidents.  Four of the twelve old presidents also received high faculty support for 
continuing to involve faculty in the governance of the institution.  New presidents with 
low or mixed support were viewed as making decisions without faculty input.  Old 
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presidents with low support were viewed by faculty as ineffective leaders.  Interestingly, 
Birnbaum (1992) points out that even in the midst of dwindling faculty support for the 
president, governing boards and administrative colleagues still supported the president.  
Birnbaum (1992) and Fujita (1994) suggest that the criteria used to assess presidential 
effectiveness are different for these three groups.   
 Birnbaum provides three reasons why initial faculty support for the new president 
is high: ―(a) their representatives have participated in the selection process, (b) previous 
dissatisfaction makes change of any kind seem desirable, and (c) the new president is 
seen as possessing attributes that will act as a corrective for the perceived weaknesses of 
the previous president‖ (1992, p. 9).  
    Michael, Schwartz and Balraj (2001) contend that while presidential 
performance is critical to institutional effectiveness, hiring capable individuals with the 
appropriate qualifications for the presidency should be the governing board‘s primary 
goal.  The purpose of their study was to predict indicators of presidential effectiveness 
among 600 trustees of higher education institutions in Ohio.  Four factors that trustees 
perceive are indicative of presidential effectiveness were studied: knowledge of higher 
education‘s culture, politics and uniqueness to other types of organizations; level of the 
president‘s influence with the public, politicians, and among the university‘s various 
constituencies; president‘s relationships with trustees, faculty, students; and the 
president‘s management and leadership skills.  The study by Michael, Schwartz and 
Balraj (2001) showed that all four factors were perceived by trustees as indicators of 
presidential effectiveness.   
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 Michael, Schwartz and Balraj (2001) also studied the relationships with the four 
major constituents—trustees, board of trustees, students, and faculty as strong indicators 
of president effectiveness.  The mean score for relationship with trustees was the highest 
(M=4.77) followed by the board chairperson (M=4.73), faculty with (M=4.53) and 
students with (M=4.38).  Trustees view the president‘s ability to influence and manage 
relationships with the university‘s various stakeholders as important criteria to 
presidential effectiveness.  As the president‘s influence diminishes among any of these 
constituent groups so too does the president‘s ability to be effective.   
 Other key findings of the study revealed that trustees regard concern for long-
range planning (M=4.87), overall institution management (M=4.80), budgeting (M=4.51) 
and the level of academic leadership (M=4.44) as strong indicators of presidential 
effectiveness (Michael, Schwartz & Balraj, 2001).  A president‘s longevity in office was 
not included in the study but might have strengthened Birnbaum‘s (1992) findings that 
presidents can retain the support of trustees and administrators even while losing the 
support of the faculty, ―because the three groups employ different criteria to assess 
presidential effectiveness‖ (p.14). 
 Another method to evaluate a president‘s performance is to compare presidents‘ 
views of their performance with the perceptions of campus leaders.  Bensimon (1990) 
conducted such a study using the same data as other studies (Birnbaum, 1992; Fujita, 
1994) of 32 colleges and universities that participated in the Institutional Leadership 
Project, a 5-year longitudinal study conducted by the National Center for Postsecondary 
Governance and Finance.  The institutions were selected purposefully for this qualitative 
study using semi-structured interviews with presidents and other campus leaders during 
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the 1986-87 academic year.  Presidents of eight universities, eight state colleges, eight 
independent colleges, and eight community colleges were included in the study.  Others 
interviewed for the study included chief academic officers, faculty leaders, and trustees.  
Presidents were asked to describe their leadership attributes.  Campus leaders were asked 
to describe their president as the leader (Bensimon, 1990). 
 Bensimon uses four frames to represent the frameworks for understanding 
organizations and effective leadership behavior as cited by Birnbaum (1988).  The four 
frames include bureaucratic, collegial, political, and symbolic.  Leaders viewed as 
bureaucratic were characterized as authoritarian, decisive and resulted-oriented.  
Collegial leaders were perceived as using a team approach to problem-solving, consensus 
builders, lead by example and work toward instilling loyalty and commitment to the 
university.  Political leaders are keenly aware of groups trying to gain control over 
institutional processes and outcomes.  Bargaining, influencing and coalition-building are 
common traits used in the political frame.  The symbolic frame may be the most difficult 
to identify as a cognitive frame as ―A president with a symbolic frame may be seen as 
one who brings about a sense of organizational purpose and orderliness through 
interpretation, elaboration, and reinforcement of institutional culture‖ (Bensimon, 1990, 
p.73). 
 The study disappointingly combined the campus leaders—chief academic 
officers, faculty leaders, and trustees into one group to analyze the results with the 
presidents‘ self-perceptions.  Presidents saw themselves as balanced in having an even 
distribution of all of the characteristics described in the four frames.  Presidents described 
themselves more as symbolic leaders, 66%, while the political frame, 47% was 
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considered the least described.  Campus leaders took the opposite view of their presidents 
seeing them as more bureaucratic, 49%, than symbolic, 36%.  The study revealed that 
campus leaders are more likely to view their presidents as bureaucratic and political 
while presidents are more likely to see themselves as symbolic and collegial (Bensimon, 
1990).      
Summary 
 Widely respected researchers on the topic of presidential search and selection—
such as Judith Block McLaughlin, David Riesman, Robert Birnbaum and others cited in 
this chapter, leave the door open for new research in the areas of the presidential search 
process, the experiences and attitudes of university and college presidents, and 
presidential effectiveness.  The citation dates on the literature review reveals the need for 
updated research and the need for new scholars to shed light on these important 
leadership issues.  Many of the problems McLaughlin and Riesman (1985; 1990) reveal 
throughout their case studies are indicative of the problems many search committees face 
in searching for a new president.  This research will add to the knowledge of helping 
universities make one of the most important decisions for a university—the naming of a 
new president.  Chapter Three outlines the specific manner in which this study 
investigated the hypothesis discussed in Chapters One and Two. 
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CHAPTER III 
 METHOD 
 
Introduction  
 
This chapter of the research study includes the target population, method of 
sampling, measurement device, pilot test, data collection methods, statistical methods, 
research design, assumptions, limitations, time schedule, and a summary section. 
This study examines the level of incongruence of the leadership qualities and 
characteristics desired of a new university president among the key university 
stakeholders.  This research study compares the six key stakeholders involved in the 
presidential search—trustees, administrators, staff, faculty, alumni and students within 
four of Pennsylvania‘s State System of Higher Education (PASSHE) universities that 
have conducted a presidential search within the last three years.  This study also 
compares the six key stakeholders between the four PASSHE universities to ascertain 
whether there is a statistical difference among the same stakeholder groups.  Since the 
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education‘s ―Guidelines for Recommending 
Presidential Appointment‖ (1983) is silent on the leadership characteristics and 
qualifications that the board of governors considers and desires when selecting a 
university president, the criteria used to evaluate presidents was adapted into a survey to 
compare stakeholder congruency (see Appendix C for copy of survey).   
Target Population  
 The target population for this study was the key stakeholder groups who have 
representation on a university‘s presidential search committee—trustees, administrators, 
faculty, staff, students and alumni, as specified in Policy 1983-13-A, at four of 
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Pennsylvania‘s State System of Higher Education universities.  For the purposes of this 
study, administrators are defined as employees having management classification or are 
part of the state college and university professional association; faculty are defined as 
those tenured or in a tenured track; staff are defined as non-instructional and non-
administrative employees who are represented by the American Federation of State, 
County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), or the nurse or police unions; alumni are 
defined as graduates of their respective institution; trustees are defined as those 
individuals approved by the Pennsylvania Senate with certain powers authorized by 
Board of Governors‘ Policy; and students are defined as undergraduates.   
Method of Sampling  
 The method of sampling used in this study was purposive sampling, ―representing 
a deliberate selection of a sample‖ (La Fountain & Bartos, 2002, p. 87).  This study 
required a comparison among various groups—trustees, faculty, administrators, staff, 
students and alumni.  Each of these groups varies in size.  For example, there are eleven 
members on a university‘s council of trustees in the Pennsylvania State System of Higher 
Education but alumni membership may total in the tens of thousands.  Purposive 
sampling was also necessary for the purpose of surveying individuals in each target 
population who serve in a leadership position within the university and would have an 
understanding of the qualities desired in a new president.  An individual representing one 
of these groups on the presidential search committee is more likely to have come from 
the leadership pool of these groups.  Purposive sampling allows the researcher ―to obtain 
a cross-section of the population‖ (La Fountain & Bartos, 2002, p. 87). 
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Measurement Device 
 The online survey instrument, which was based on a five-point Likert scale, 
(5=Very Important; 4= Somewhat Important; 3=Very Little Importance; 2=Not 
Important; 1=No Answer) was adapted from criteria used in the formal evaluation of a 
president by the university‘s council of trustees as stated in the Pennsylvania State 
System of Higher Education‘s Board of Governor‘s policy on presidential evaluations.  In 
addition to identifying the respondent‘s respective university and stakeholder group, 
participants were asked to make a decision about their level of agreement on seven areas 
of presidential leadership focusing on institutional planning, administration, leadership, 
problem solving and decision making, responsibility, professional growth and 
development, and achievements.  Respondents also had the opportunity to add a 
characteristic to each area.  The survey instrument included thirty-nine individual 
characteristics for the respondent to scale.  Respondents were asked whether they had 
been a member of their most recent presidential search committee and to provide yes or 
no responses to four specific questions regarding the search process itself.  At the 
conclusion of the survey, respondents could state any comments regarding the 
characteristics and qualifications for a new president or about the search process itself 
(see Appendix C for a copy of the survey).          
Pilot Test 
Since the survey instrument was created for this research study, a pilot test of the 
survey instrument‘s reliability was administered to a fifth Pennsylvania State System of 
Higher Education university that had completed a presidential search in the last three 
years.  The email addresses of trustees, elected faculty union leadership, student 
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government leaders, alumni board members, president‘s cabinet (membership as defined 
by each university), and elected non-instructional staff union leadership was requested 
through the office of the university president.  An email was sent in May 2007 to each 
individual explaining the purpose of the pilot test and dissertation study and requesting 
their participation in completing the survey.  Sample size of participant responses to the 
survey was considered sufficient when each stakeholder group, at a minimum, mirrored 
the stakeholder group representation on a presidential search committee: council of 
trustees, (three); faculty, (two); students, (one); alumni, (one); administrators, (one); and 
staff (one).  A total of fifteen participants, 54%, responded to the survey.  The breakdown 
of stakeholder participants was two students, two faculty, four trustees, two alumni, three 
staff, and two administrators.   
The survey instrument was then tested for reliability using Cronbach‘s coefficient 
alpha, the extent to which the instrument produces consistent measurements.  This 
evaluative technique uses correlations to determine the relationship between two sets of 
measurements.  ―When reliability is high, the correlation between two measurements 
should be strong and positive‖(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004, p. 526).  The Cronbach 
coefficient alpha for the pilot study was determined to be .915 for the thirty-nine 
leadership characteristics for a new president.  The Cronbach coefficient alpha for the 
entire study was determined to be .893. 
Data Collection Methods 
 The four universities that were selected to participate in the study completed a 
presidential search within the last three years.  Since at least half of the fourteen State 
System universities had conducted a presidential search in the last three years, it would 
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be impossible for anyone to identify which four universities were include in this research 
study.  Once the data was received, the universities were assigned a letter of A, B, C, or 
D for future identification.  The stakeholders at each institution were selected by 
purposive sampling.  The selected groups of individuals surveyed included the following: 
trustees; student government leaders; alumni board members; president‘s cabinet (as 
defined by each university); faculty union leadership, and non-instructional union 
leadership.  Permission to survey these six constituency groups was obtained from the 
presidents of the four universities selected for the study.  Participant email addresses were 
also requested from each university.  A letter was emailed to each selected participant in 
September or October 2007 stating the purpose of the survey, explaining how 
confidentiality would be maintained, noting that participants could choose not to 
participate at any time by not completing the survey, and requesting that the survey be 
completed by clicking on the link at the bottom of the email that would take them to the 
website (see Appendix D for sample letter).  They could also request a summary of the 
results, at no cost.  Participants identified themselves in one of the following groups: 
trustees, administration, faculty, staff, student or alumni.  Participants were asked to 
respond, yes or no, if they were a member of the university‘s constituency during the 
presidential search process at their campus.  After the initial email requesting 
participation in the study, each participant was emailed two subsequent reminders over a 
one week period.  Participants who sent emails indicating that they had completed the 
survey were not sent follow up emails. Once the survey was completed, the participant 
submitted their survey electronically to a host university using the SPSS Dimensions 
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software.  The survey data was compiled using a local mechanism to ensure that online 
data was de-identified. 
Participants 
 The data source for this study included a total of 436 individuals: 37 staff 
members, 69 administrators, 93 alumni, 110 faculty, 89 students and 38 trustees at four 
universities within the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education.     
Statistical Methods 
  For purposes of analyzing the level of incongruence of the leadership qualities 
and characteristics desired of a new university president among the key university 
stakeholders, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate mean differences 
between the six stakeholder groups within each university and within the same 
stakeholder groups between the universities.  If a significant difference was obtained 
between the stakeholder groups, a post hoc comparison using a least significant 
difference (LSD) test was conducted to determine which mean differences were 
significant and which were not.  The LSD is considered the most liberal of the post hoc 
tests or more likely to show significant differences (George & Mallery, 2005).  Since 
there are limited empirical studies on this research topic, using the LSD post hoc test 
allowed for a greater probability of finding a significant difference between the 
independent variables—stakeholders.  If the LSD revealed a significant difference, the 
more conservative Scheffe´ test was conducted.  An ―extremely cautious method of 
reducing the risk of Type I error, the Scheffe´ test has the distinction of being one of the 
safest of all possible post hoc tests‖ (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2004, p. 428).    
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Research Design  
 This study included a descriptive, survey research methodology.  A purposive 
sample was selected from four Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education 
universities that conducted presidential searches in the past three years.  A purposive 
sampling of trustees, administrators, faculty, staff, students and alumni were included 
from these four institutions.  These six constituency groups represent the stakeholders 
who are identified in Board of Governors Policy 1983-13-A as members of the 
presidential search committee.  Representatives from each stakeholder group were asked 
to complete an online survey for the purpose of distinguishing the importance of criteria 
used to evaluate the performance of a new university president.  These criteria were 
transformed into an online survey of thirty-nine characteristics since a standard list of 
leadership characteristics and qualifications currently does not exist for presidential 
searches in the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education.  The study provides 
analysis for significance between each stakeholder group within each university, i.e. 
trustees vs. faculty; trustee vs. staff; trustee vs. administrators; trustee vs. student; trustee 
vs. alumni; and analysis for significance within the same stakeholder groups between the 
other universities, i.e. trustees at university A vs. trustees at universities B, C and D.    
Assumptions 
It was assumed that participants in the survey share a belief that selecting a new 
president to lead their university toward a culture of success is one of the most important 
tasks of the university community.  It was also assumed that participants honestly 
completed and submitted only one survey and were the original recipients to whom the 
survey was sent. 
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Limitations 
The purposive method of sampling used in this study limited the number of 
individuals that could be asked to participate in completing the survey.  Some stakeholder 
groups by definition do not provide a very large sample size.  For example, trustee 
participation by institution could never exceed eleven members by Board of Governor‘s 
policy.   Institutions participating in this study were not all at their full legal compliment 
of trustees at the time the survey was administered.  Each university had a different 
number of student government leaders, alumni board members, president‘s cabinet 
members, non-instructional union leadership and faculty union leadership.  In addition to 
the small sample population, this study is limited demographically to four institutions 
within the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education.        
Another limitation is the survey itself.  Since there are no standard criteria of 
leadership characteristics and qualifications provided by the Pennsylvania State System 
of Higher Education Board of Governors to the fourteen universities during the 
presidential search process, the survey instrument used in this study had to be adapted 
from criteria used in the formal evaluation of a president system-wide.  While the survey 
instrument produced a highly reliable scale, validity of the instrument is difficult to 
demonstrate. 
Time Schedule 
03-2007 Request permission to conduct research study 
04-2007 Select sample population and pilot test survey instrument 
04-2007 Begin selection of experimental groups at the four institutions 
09-2007 Begin data collection 
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10-2007 Complete data collection 
11-2007 Researcher analyzes survey results 
Summary 
This research study compares the six key stakeholders involved in the presidential 
search process.  The method of sampling used in this study was purposive for the purpose 
of surveying individuals in each target population who serve in a leadership position with 
the university and who would have an understanding of the qualities desired in a new 
president.  The online survey instrument used was based on a five-point Likert scale.  A 
pilot test of the survey instrument‘s reliability was administered to a university that had 
completed a presidential search in the last three years.  The survey instrument was then 
tested for reliability using Chronbach‘s coefficient alpha.  The four universities that were 
selected to participate in the study completed a presidential search within the last three 
years.  A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate the mean 
differences between the six stakeholder groups within each university and within the 
same stakeholder groups between universities.  This study included a descriptive, survey 
research methodology.  Chapter Four describes the results of the data analysis outlined in 
Chapter Three.  
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
The results chapter summarizes the data collected to examine the level of 
congruence of the leadership qualities and characteristics desired of a new university 
president among the key university stakeholder groups—administrators, trustees, faculty, 
staff, students, and alumni.  A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to 
evaluate the mean differences between the six stakeholder groups within each university 
and within the same stakeholder groups between universities.  Differences in responses to 
39 leadership characteristics were examined between stakeholder groups within each of 
the four universities, e.g., trustees compared to faculty, trustees compared to staff, 
trustees compared to administrators, trustees compared to students, and trustees compared 
to alumni.  The study also analyzed for significance responses to 39 leadership 
characteristics within the same stakeholder groups between the other universities; for 
example, trustees at University A compared to trustees at Universities B, C, and D.  
Questions posed to participants regarding their university‘s search process are discussed.  
Participants‘ comments regarding the characteristics and qualifications for a new 
president and about the search process itself are presented. 
Description of Survey Participants 
Surveys were emailed to the stakeholders at four universities in the Pennsylvania 
State System of Higher Education that had completed a presidential search in the last 
three years.  Four hundred thirty-six surveys were sent electronically, 205 (47%) were 
completed and submitted to the SPSS Dimensions software and were deemed valid for 
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analysis.  Only those respondents who completed all of the survey questions were 
considered for analysis.  Eighty-one individuals timed out during some portion of the 
survey.  Respondents could have returned to the website and completed the survey at 
another time. 
Table 1 illustrates the overall number of participants by stakeholder group which 
included 31 students (15%), 51 faculty (25%), 24 trustees (12%), 43 alumni (21%), 12 
staff (6%) and 44 administrators (21%).  The method of sampling used in this study was 
purposive sampling.  Purposive sampling was necessary for the purpose of surveying 
individuals in each target population who serve in a leadership position within the 
university and would more likely have an understanding of the qualities desired in a new 
president.  Purposive sampling allows the researcher ―to obtain a cross-section of the 
population‖ (La Fountain & Bartos, 2002, p.87).  
Table 1 
 
Breakdown of Survey Respondents by Stakeholder Group 
 
Stakeholder Group Frequency 
 
Percent 
Students                    31                      15.1 
 
Faculty                    51                      24.9 
 
Trustees                    24                      11.7 
 
Alumni                    43                      21 
 
Staff                    12                        5.9 
 
Administrators                    44                      21.5 
 
Note. N = 205 
 Overall, administrators and trustees completed the survey at a higher percentage 
rate, 63.7% and 63% respectively, than the other four stakeholder groups.  Faculty and 
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alumni both completed the survey at a percentage rate of 46% compared to students at 
34.8% and staff at 32%.   
 When comparing the overall response to the total number of surveys emailed by 
institution, University C experienced the highest percentage of overall participation 
(66%) compared to University D (50%), University A (45%), and University B (31%).    
 Table 2 depicts the total number of survey respondents by institution.  University 
C provided the largest number of stakeholder responses of the four institutions.  
University A had the fewest number of stakeholder responses.     
Table 2 
Breakdown of Survey Respondents by PASSHE Institution 
 
Institution Frequency 
 
Percent 
University A                    39                      19 
 
University B                    45                      22 
 
University C                    70                      34.1 
 
University D                    51                      24.9 
 
 
 Table 3 provides a further breakdown by institution of the number of stakeholders 
who responded to the survey.  All of the trustees emailed a survey at University C 
completed the survey.  Other stakeholder groups completing the survey at University C at 
a high percentage rate included administrators (78%), faculty and staff (75%), and alumni 
(54%).  Staff at the other three universities was the least responsive stakeholder group 
overall, however, the number of staff to survey was also limited because of the purposive 
sampling method utilized in this research study.    
  
4
2
 
Table 3                  
                  
                  
Breakdown of Stakeholders by PASSHE Institution             
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Staff   Administrators 
Institution f P   f P  f P  f P  f P  f P 
                  
University A 8 20.5  10 25.6  5 12.8  10 25.6  1 2.6  5 12.8 
University B 13 28.9  8 17.8  3 6.7  8 17.8  1 2.2  9 26.7 
University C 6 8.6  15 21.4  10 14.3  15 21.4  6 8.6  18 25.7 
University D 4 7.8   18 35.3   6 11.8   10 19.6   4 7.8   9 17.6 
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Participants were asked if they were associated with the university at the time of 
their most recent presidential search and whether they were a member of the most recent 
presidential search committee at their university.  Cross tabulations were computed to 
show any relationships between stakeholders and their institutions.  At the time of their 
university‘s most recent presidential search, 190 survey participants or 92.7% had been 
associated as a stakeholder with their institution.  Only 18 out of 205 survey participants 
or 8.7% responded that they had not been associated with their university during its‘ most 
recent presidential search.  No faculty members completing the survey had indicated 
being a member of their most recent presidential search committee.  
Frequency distribution tables were used to examine for trends among all 205 
stakeholder participants based on their level of agreement on 39 leadership characteristics 
and qualifications of a new university president.  Please see Appendix Table E1 for the 
frequency distributions of all 39 variables for all survey participants.  The online survey 
instrument was based on a five-point Likert scale, (5=Very Important; 4= Somewhat 
Important; 3=Very Little Importance; 2=Not Important; 1=No Answer).  Stakeholders 
responding to the ―very important‖ scale of measurement were first examined to observe 
which of the 39 leadership characteristics received the highest percentage response.  
Promoting a positive university image received the highest percentage response (91.2%) 
as being a ―very important‖ leadership characteristic and qualification of a new university 
president.  Critical decision making received the next highest percentage response 
(89.8%); ability to articulate a vision (85.9%); and setting priorities (83.9%), 
respectively, were next as ―very important.‖  Table 4 shows the top seven leadership 
characteristics that received a minimum 80% on the ―very important‖ response scale.  
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Table 4 
Stakeholder Responses of ―Very Important‖ to Characteristics 
Leadership Characteristic 
 
Frequency Percent 
Promoting a positive university 
image 
 
                  187                       91.2 
Critical decision making 
 
                  184                       89.8 
Ability to articulate a vision 
 
                  176                       85.9 
Setting priorities 
 
                  172                       83.9 
Meeting recognized academic 
standards 
 
                  169                       82.4 
State clear goals and objectives 
 
                  168                       82 
Identifying and analyzing campus 
issues 
                  165                       80.5 
Note. N = 205 
As was previously stated in the Measurement Device section of Chapter Three, all 
39 variables in the survey were grouped into one of seven areas of presidential leadership 
focusing on institutional planning, administration, leadership, problem solving and 
decision making, responsibility, professional growth and development, and achievements.  
Interestingly, only three of the seven areas—achievements, problem solving and decision 
making, and institutional planning are represented by the leadership characteristics 
receiving the highest percentage of ―very important‖ responses. 
Receiving the lowest percentage response under the ―very important‖ scale was 
responding to the needs of the state, 25%, and mentoring, 28%.  Setting ―stretch goals,‖ 
36.6%, and meets equity and diversity goals, 42.9%, followed. 
The next distribution of the 39 leadership characteristics to be examined were the 
combined responses of ―very little importance‖ or ―not important‖ to observe which of 
these variables received the highest percentage response.  Responding to the needs of the 
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state received a combined 18%; meets equity and diversity goals totaled 9.8%; and ability 
to evaluate faculty and staff performance totaled 9.8%.  Table 5 details the top seven 
leadership characteristics that received a combined minimum of 5% on the ―very little 
importance‖ and ―not important‖ response scale. 
Table 5 
Stakeholder Responses of ―Very Little Importance‖ or ―Not Important‖ Characteristics 
 Leadership Characteristic 
 
Frequency Percent 
Responding to the needs of the 
state 
 
                   37                      18 
Meets equity and diversity goals 
 
                   20                        9.8 
Ability to evaluate faculty and 
staff performance 
 
                   20                        9.8 
Commitment to diversity 
 
                   16                        7.8 
Mentoring 
 
                   16                        7.8 
Encouraging faculty and staff 
participation in university 
activities 
 
                   14                        6.8 
Setting ―stretch goals‖ 
 
                   13                        6.3 
Working with other System 
universities, chancellors and 
Board of Governors to achieve 
common goals 
 
                   12                        5.9 
Seeking growth opportunities 
 
                   12                        5.9 
Understanding the role of politics 
and government 
                   12                        5.9 
Note.  N = 205 
Frequencies were also analyzed for the number of ―no answer‖ responses given 
by stakeholders to the 39 leadership characteristics to determine if there was a sufficient 
number to require collapsing the ―no answer‖ responses with the other measurement 
scales.  Eight variables each had a total of one person respond ―no answer;‖ two variables 
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each had a total of two people respond ―no answer;‖ and only one variable, setting 
―stretch goals,‖ had a total of nine people respond ―no answer.‖  Given that there were a 
total of 39 variables, the ―no answer‖ responses to the variable setting ―stretch goals‖ was 
considered an anomaly; therefore, no changes were made to the data for purposes of 
analysis. 
Stakeholder Differences within PASSHE Institutions 
Is there a significant difference in the leadership qualities and characteristics 
desired by the key stakeholder groups in the search of a new president within each of the 
four selected Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education universities?  A one-way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate the mean differences between the 
six stakeholder groups within each university.  The 39 leadership characteristics were the 
dependent variables; students, faculty, staff, trustees, alumni and administrators were 
represented by a single categorical variable called stakeholder group.  The null 
hypothesis stated that the introduction and presence of the leadership qualities and 
characteristics as described in the criteria for performance of a new university president 
were incongruent among stakeholder groups involved in the campus presidential search 
process. 
If a significant difference was obtained between the stakeholder groups, a post 
hoc comparison using a least significant difference (LSD) test was conducted to 
determine which mean differences were significant and which were not.  The more 
conservative Scheffe´ test was also conducted for significant mean differences between 
the stakeholder groups (George & Mallory, 2005).  Levene‘s test for homogeneity of 
variance was examined for those factors to be significant (George & Mallory, 2005).  If 
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the stakeholder groups did differ significantly, the distributions were checked for 
skewness and kurtosis, and if nothing unusual was found, the ANOVA analysis and 
results were accepted.     
Differences between Stakeholders at University A 
No differences existed between stakeholder groups on 35 of the 39 leadership 
characteristics.  Staff was not included in the ANOVA analysis because only one staff 
member responded to the survey.    Statistical differences were noted among four 
variables.  A test of homogeneity of variances indicated significances for ability to 
evaluate faculty and staff performance (0.18); ensuring high quality student services 
(.000); effective community relationships (.001); and seeking growth opportunities 
(.000).  The distributions for all four variables were evaluated for skewness and kurtosis 
and the values were considered acceptable. 
The ability to evaluate faculty and staff performance was significant (p=.001).  A 
Scheffe´ analysis showed Administrators (M=2.00) differed significantly with Students 
(M=1.13), Trustees (M=1.00) and Alumni (M=1.10) regarding the importance of 
selecting a president based on their ability to evaluate faculty and staff performance.  The 
more liberal LSD post hoc test showed significant differences between Students 
(M=1.13) and Faculty (M=1.60) and significant differences between Faculty (M=1.60) 
and Trustees (M=1.00) and Alumni (M=1.10).   
The leadership characteristic of seeking growth opportunities was significant 
(p=.039).  The Scheffe´ test revealed significant differences between Students (M=1.00) 
and Administrators (M=1.80).  An LSD analysis showed significant mean differences 
between Administrators (M=1.80), Trustees (M=1.20) and Alumni (M=1.30).  
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 The one-way ANOVA identified differences regarding ensuring high quality 
student services (p=.015) and effective community relationships (p=0.48).  The Scheffe´ 
post hoc test did not reveal any significant mean differences between the five stakeholder 
groups on these two leadership characteristics.  The LSD post hoc test showed Students 
(M=1.00) differing significantly on responses to high quality student services with 
Faculty (M=1.40) and Trustees (M=1.60).  Faculty (M=1.40) differed significantly with 
Alumni (M=1.00).  On responses to effective community relationships, Students 
(M=1.75) differed significantly with Faculty (M=1.10) and Administrators (M=1.00).   
Differences between Stakeholders at University B   
Statistical differences existed between stakeholder groups on 13 of 39 leadership 
characteristics important in selecting a new university president.  Staff was not included 
in the ANOVA analysis because only one staff member responded to the survey.  
Responding to student interests was significant (p=.022).  A Scheffe´ analysis showed 
Students (M=1.08) differed significantly with Administrators (M=1.75) on responding to 
student interests.  An LSD test revealed additional significant differences between 
Faculty (M=1.25) and Administrators (1.75).   
The variable ―ability to evaluate faculty and staff performance‖ was found to be 
significant (p=.000).  The Scheffe´ test revealed significant differences between 
Administrators (M=2.33), Students (M=1.31) and Faculty (M=1.38).  LSD analysis 
showed significant differences between Administrators (M=2.33), Alumni (M=1.75) and 
Trustees (M=1.33).   
Encouraging faculty and staff participation in university activities was significant 
(p=.003).  Students (M=1.31) differed significantly with Administrators (M=2.17).  
  49 
Alumni (M=1.38) differed significantly with Administrators (M=2.17) when a LSD post 
hoc test was also conducted.  Seeking growth opportunities was also significant (p=.006).  
Administrators (M=2.08) differed significantly with Students (M=1.46) and Alumni 
(M=1.38).  Administrators (M=2.08) also differed significantly with Faculty (M=1.50) 
and Alumni (M=1.38) when LSD analysis was performed.   
Table 6 shows a one-way ANOVA for University B reflecting the variables of 
significant mean differences between stakeholder groups.  The LSD post hoc test 
detected significant differences between Administrators (M=2.08) and Students 
(M=1.15), Trustees (M=1.33) and Alumni (M=1.50) on how important fulfilling 
established goals is to selecting a university president.  The distributions for all thirteen 
variables were analyzed for skewness and kurtosis.  All of the variables had acceptable 
values except for the variable of fulfilling established goals.  The skewness value was 
2.465 and the kurtosis value was 7.201.  ―As with kurtosis, a skewness value between 
±1.0 is considered excellent for most psychometric purposes, but a value between ±2.0 is 
in many cases also acceptable, depending on your particular application‖ (George & 
Mallery, 2005, p. 99).    
The LSD post hoc test also showed significant differences between stakeholders 
on the following variables.  Administrators (M=1.75) differed significantly with Students 
(M=1.15), Faculty (M=1.25) and Alumni (M=1.13) on encouraging and supporting 
excellent instruction and scholarly and creative faculty activities.  Students (M=1.15) 
differed significantly with Faculty (M=1.25) and Administrators (M=1.75) on ensuring 
high quality student services.    Students (M=1.08) differed significantly with Trustees 
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(M=2.00) and Administrators (M=1.75) on relating to students individually and in 
groups.  Administrators (M=1.75) also differed significantly with Alumni (M=1.25). 
As to how important providing motivation and inspiration is as a characteristic to 
selecting a new president, Students (M=1.08) differed significantly with Faculty 
(M=1.88) and Administrators (M=1.75).  Faculty (M=1.88) also differed significantly 
with Alumni (M=1.25).  Sustaining a collegial environment showed significant 
differences between Trustees (M=2.00) and Students (M=1.23), Faculty (M=1.38) and 
Alumni (M=1.13).  Alumni (M=1.13) and Administrators (M=1.58) also differed 
significantly on sustaining a collegial environment.   
Administrators (M=1.83) showed statistical differences with Faculty (M=1.25) 
and Alumni (M=1.25) regarding thoughtful and forthright self-evaluation.  On the 
question of promoting development opportunities for faculty and staff, Administrators 
(M=2.08) differed significantly with students (M=1.38), Faculty (M=1.50), Trustees 
(M=1.33) and Alumni (M=1.38). 
  
5
1
 
Table 6                   
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for Significant Differences between 
Stakeholders at University B    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 39) 
p 
                  
Responding to student 
interests 
1.08 .277  1.25 .463  1.33 .577  1.50 .535  1.75 .622  3.228 .022 
Fulfilling established 
goals 
1.15 .376  1.63 .744  1.00 .000  1.13 .354  2.08 1.24  3.18 .024 
Ability to evaluate 
faculty and staff 
performance 
1.31 .480  1.38 .518  1.33 .577  1.75 .707  2.33 .492  6.854 .000 
Encouraging and 
supporting excellent 
instruction and scholarly 
and creative faculty 
activities 
1.15 .376  1.25 .463  1.67 .577  1.13 .354  1.75 .622  3.471 .016 
Ensuring high quality 
student services 
1.15 .376  1.75 .463  1.33 .577  1.38 .518  1.67 .492  2.911 .034 
Encouraging faculty and 
staff participation in 
university activities 
1.31 .630  1.75 .463  2.00 .000  1.38 .518  2.17 .577  4.734 .003 
Relating to students 
individually and in 
groups 
1.08 .277   1.50 .535   2.00 .000   1.25 .463   1.75 .754   3.766 .011 
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 Table 6 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for Significant Differences     
between Stakeholders at University B                
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 39) 
p 
Providing motivation 
and inspiration 
1.08 .630  1.88 .518  1.33 .577  1.25 .463  1.75 .515  3.747 .011 
Sustaining a collegial 
environment 
1.23 .439  1.38 .518  2.00 .000  1.13 .354  1.58 .515  3.005 .030 
Thoughtful and 
forthright self-evaluation 
1.54 .519  1.25 .463  1.33 .577  1.25 .463  1.83 .389  2.773 .040 
Enhancing relationships 
with educational 
constituencies 
1.38 .506  1.75 .463  1.67 .577  1.50 .535  2.08 .515  3.249 .022 
Seeking growth 
opportunities 
1.46 .519  1.50 .535  1.33 .577  1.38 .518  2.08 .289  4.2 .006 
Promoting development 
opportunities for faculty 
and staff 
1.38 .506   1.50 .756   1.33 .577   1.38 .518   2.08 .515   3.19 .023 
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Differences between Stakeholders at University C 
A one-way ANOVA showed significant differences between stakeholder groups 
on 2 of the 39 leadership characteristics surveyed as to their importance in selecting a 
new president.  Seeking growth opportunities was significant (p=.035).  A Scheffe´ 
analysis did not show any significant differences between stakeholder groups.  The more 
liberal LSD analysis showed Faculty (M=2.07) differed significantly with Students 
(M=1.17) and Staff (M=1.33).  Alumni (M=1.27) differed significantly with 
Administrators (M=1.50).  The leadership characteristic mentoring was significant 
(p=.021).  The Scheffe´ test revealed significant mean differences between Faculty 
(M=2.27) and Alumni (1.40).  An LSD analysis showed significant mean differences 
between Faculty (M=2.27) and Students (M=1.50) and between Alumni (M=1.40) and 
Administrators (M=1.89).  Skewness and kurtosis were also analyzed on the two 
variables of seeking growth opportunities and mentoring.  The kurtosis value for seeking 
growth opportunities was 3.133.  The other values were within acceptable ranges. 
Differences between Stakeholders at University D 
No differences existed between stakeholder groups on 31 of the 39 leadership 
characteristics.  Significant differences were noted among eight variables.  The 
distributions for all eight variables were analyzed for skewness and kurtosis and the 
values were considered acceptable for all but one leadership characteristic.  Encouraging 
and supporting excellent instruction and scholarly and creative faculty activities provided 
a 3.501 value for skewness and a 15.425 value for kurtosis. 
A Scheffe´ analysis showed only one variable of any significant differences 
between stakeholder groups.  Faculty (M=1.72) and Alumni (M=1.10) differed 
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significantly regarding the importance of selecting a president based on effective 
community relationships.  LSD analysis showed Faculty (M=1.72) differed significantly 
with Trustees (1.17). 
Ability to evaluate faculty and staff performance was significant (p=.011).  
Faculty (M=2.28) differed significantly with Students (M=1.25), Trustees (M=1.00) and 
Staff (M=1.25).  Trustees (M=1.00) also differed significantly with Administrators 
(M=1.89).   
Table 7 shows a one-way ANOVA for University D reflecting the variables that 
have significant mean differences between stakeholder groups.  Encouraging and 
supporting excellent instruction and scholarly and creative faculty activities was 
significant (p=.014).  Students (2.25) differed significantly with Faculty (M=1.11), 
Trustees (M=1.17), Alumni (M=1.00) and Staff (M=1.25).  Administrators (M=1.67) also 
differed with Faculty (M=1.11) and Alumni (M=1.00). 
The LSD post hoc test also showed significant differences between stakeholders 
on the following variables.  Administrators (M=1.89) differed significantly with Students 
(M=1.00), Trustees (M=1.17), and Staff (M=1.00) on ensuring high quality student 
services.  Faculty (M=2.06) differed significantly with Trustees (M=1.33), Alumni 
(M=1.40) and Administrators (M=1.33) on relating to students individually and in 
groups. 
As to how important delegating authority is as a characteristic to selecting a new 
president, Administrators (M=1.00) differed significantly with Faculty (M=1.67) and 
Alumni (M=1.70).  Faculty (M=1.67) differed significantly with Staff (M=1.00).  
Mentoring showed significant differences between Faculty (M=2.22) and Alumni 
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(M=1.50) and Staff (M=1.25).  On the question of setting ―stretch‖ goals, Faculty 
(M=2.67) differed significantly with Trustees (1.17), Alumni (M=1.60) and 
Administrators (M=1.67).  
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Table 7                     
                     
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for Significant Differences between 
Stakeholders at University D    
                     
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Staff   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(5, 45) 
p 
                     
Ability to evaluate faculty 
and staff performance 
1.25 .500  2.28 1.018  1.00 .000  1.80 .500  1.25 .500  1.89 .782  3.404 .011 
Encouraging and 
supporting excellent 
instruction and scholarly 
and creative faculty 
activities 
2.25 1.893  1.11 .323  1.17 .408  1.00 .000  1.25 .500  1.67 .707  3.219 .014 
Ensuring high quality 
student services 
1.00 .000  1.56 .616  1.17 .408  1.40 .516  1.00 .000  1.89 .601  2.908 .023 
Relating to students 
individually and in groups 
1.50 1.000  2.06 .539  1.33 .516  1.40 .699  1.50 .577  1.33 .500  2.830 .026 
Effective community 
relationships 
1.25 .500  1.72 .461  1.17 .408  1.10 .316  1.25 .500  1.44 .527  3.262 .013 
Delegating authority 1.25 .500  1.67 .686  1.17 .408  1.70 .823  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  2.680 .033 
Mentoring 1.75 .500  2.22 .732  1.67 .516  1.50 .527  1.25 .500  1.89 .782  2.519 .043 
Setting "stretch goals" 1.75 .500   2.67 1.372   1.17 .408   1.60 .699   2.25 1.893   1.67 .500   2.708 .032 
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Stakeholder Differences between PASSHE Institutions 
Is there a significant difference in the leadership qualities and characteristics 
desired by the key stakeholder groups in the search of a new president between selected 
universities within the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education? 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate the mean 
differences of each stakeholder group between each of the four universities.  The 39 
leadership characteristics were the dependent variables; the four universities were 
represented by a single categorical variable called PASSHE Institution and the 
stakeholder groups were individually selected for each of the five ANOVAs.  Staff was 
not included in the ANOVA analysis since only one staff member completed the survey 
at two universities and a combined total of ten staff completed the survey at the other two 
universities.   
If a significant difference was obtained between the stakeholder groups, a post 
hoc comparison using a least significant difference (LSD) test was conducted to 
determine which mean differences were significant and which were not.  The more 
conservative Scheffe´ test was also conducted for significant mean differences between 
the stakeholder groups.  Levene‘s test for homogeneity of variance was examined for 
those factors to be significant.  If the stakeholder groups did differ significantly, the 
distributions were checked for skewness and kurtosis, and if nothing unusual was found, 
the ANOVA analysis and results were accepted.     
Differences between Students 
No significant differences among students at the four universities were observed 
in any of the 39 leadership characteristics. 
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Differences between Alumni  
 A one-way ANOVA showed significant differences between alumni on 2 of the 
39 leadership characteristics surveyed as to their importance in selecting a new president.  
Ability to evaluate faculty and staff performance was significant (p=.50).  A Scheffe´ 
analysis did not show any significant differences between alumni at the four universities.  
The more liberal LSD analysis showed Alumni at University A (M=1.10) differed 
significantly with Alumni at University B (M=1.75) and Alumni at University D 
(M=1.80) on the ability to evaluate faculty and staff performance. 
Thoughtful and forthright self-evaluation was also significant among alumni 
(p=.010).  A Scheffe´ analysis did show a significant difference between University A 
(M=1.20) and University D (M=1.90).  LSD analysis showed significant differences with 
University D (M=1.90) compared to University B (M=1.25) and University C (M=1.47). 
The distributions were checked for skewness and kurtosis and nothing unusual was 
found.  Therefore, the ANOVA analysis and results were accepted.     
Differences between Administrators 
 Administrators at the four universities differed significantly on 3 of the 39 
leadership characteristics.  Encouraging faculty and staff participation in university 
activities was significant (p=.046).  A Scheffe´ analysis did not show any significant 
differences between administrators.  LSD analysis showed significant differences 
between University B (M=2.17) and University D (M= 1.33).  Delegating authority was 
significant (p=.050).  LSD analysis showed administrators at University D (M=1.00) 
differing significantly with administrators at University B (M=1.42) and University C 
(M=1.83).  Enhancing educational relationships with educational constituencies was also 
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significant (p=.037).  A Scheffe´ analysis revealed significant mean differences between 
administrators at University B (M=2.08) and University C (M=1.56).  The distributions 
were checked for skewness and kurtosis and nothing unusual was found.  Therefore, the 
ANOVA analysis and results were accepted.         
Differences between Trustees 
A one-way ANOVA showed significant differences between trustees at the four 
universities on 5 of the 39 leadership characteristics.  A Scheffe´ analysis showed 
significant differences between trustees on all five characteristics.  Meets equity and 
diversity goals was significant (p=.033).  Trustees at University A (M=2.40) differed 
significantly with trustees at University C (M=1.50) on the importance of a president 
meeting equity and diversity goals.  University A (M=2.20) also differed significantly 
with University C (M=1.40) on encouraging faculty and staff participation in university 
activities.  Trustees at University A (M=2.20) differed significantly with University D 
(M=1.33) trustees when an LSD analysis was conducted. 
The leadership characteristic ―relating to students individually and in groups‖ was 
significant (p=.029).  University B (M=2.00) trustees differed significantly with 
University C trustees (M=1.10).  LSD post hoc test showed trustees at University B 
(M=2.00) differing significantly with trustees at University D (M=1.33).  Commitment to 
diversity was significant (p=.005).  Scheffe´ post hoc analysis revealed that trustees 
differed significantly at Universities A (M=2.60) and C (M=1.40).  LSD analysis showed 
additional significant differences between trustees at University A (M=2.60) and trustees 
at both Universities B and D (M=1.67).  In regard to rewarding excellence, trustees at 
University A (M=1.00) differed significantly with trustees at University B (M=2.00) 
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using a Scheffe´ analysis.  The distributions were checked for skewness and kurtosis and 
nothing unusual was found.  Therefore, the ANOVA analysis and results were accepted.  
Table 8 provides a summary on trustees‘ differences.  
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Table 8               
               
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for Significant Differences between 
Trustees 
               
  University A   University B   University C   University D   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(3, 20) 
p 
               
Meeting equity and 
diversity goals 
2.40 .548  1.67 .577  1.50 .527  1.83 .408  3.536 .033 
Encouraging faculty and 
staff participation in 
university activities 
2.20 .447  2.00 .000  1.40 .516   1.33 .516  4.547 .014 
Relating to students 
individually and in 
groups 
1.40 .548  2.00 .000  1.10 .316  1.33 .516  3.689 .029 
Commitment to diversity 2.60 .548  1.67 .577  1.40 .516  1.67 .516  5.833 .005 
Rewarding excellence 1.00 .000   2.00 .000   1.50 .527   1.50 .548   3.264 .043 
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Differences between Faculty 
Statistical differences existed between faculty at four universities on 9 of the 39 
leadership characteristics.  A Scheffe´ post hoc analysis showed 8 of the 9 variables with 
significant differences between faculty at the four campuses.  Faculty at University D 
differed significantly with faculty at the other three sister institutions on 7 of the 9 
leadership characteristics using the more conservative Scheffe´ post hoc test.  In regards 
to the characteristic ―meets equity and diversity goals,‖ faculty at University D (M=2.22) 
differed significantly with faculty at University C (M=1.40) and also in commitment to 
diversity (M=2.17, 1.40).   
Faculty at University D (M=2.28) significantly differed with trustees at University 
B (M=1.67) as to the importance of a new president‘s ability to evaluate faculty and staff 
performance.  LSD analysis showed faculty at University D (M=2.28) differed 
significantly on this question from faculty at Universities A and C (M=1.60, 1.67).  
University D also showed significant differences with Universities A, B, and C on 
relating to students individually and in groups.  Using Scheffe´, University D (M=2.06) 
differed greatly with University A (M=1.40).  LSD analysis showed faculty at University 
D (M=2.06) differing with faculty at University B and C (M= 1.50, 1.53). 
The variable effective community relationships was significant (p=.025).  
University D faculty (M=1.72) differed significantly with faculty at University A 
(M=1.10).  LSD post hoc showed significant mean differences between University C 
(M=1.53) and University A (M=1.10).  Setting priorities was also significant (p=.018).  
University D faculty (M=1.06) viewed setting priorities as more important than faculty at 
University B (M=1.63).  LSD revealed significant differences between faculty at 
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University B (M=1.63) and Universities A and C (M=1.10, 1.53).  Faculty at University 
D (M=1.06) also viewed emphasizing goals that will make a substantial difference as 
more important for a new president than their counterparts at University C (M=1.53).  
University C (M=1.53) differed significantly from University A (M=1.10) when LSD 
was performed.  The remaining leadership characteristic where faculty at University D 
differed significantly with other campuses was on civility (p=.044).  LSD analysis 
showed University D (M=1.83) differing with Universities A and C (M=1.30, 1.33).   
Providing motivation and inspiration was significant (p=.027).  Faculty at 
University B (M=1.88) differed significantly with faculty at University A (M=1.10).  
LSD analysis also showed faculty at University B (M=1.88) differing with faculty at 
University C (M=1.33) on the importance of a new president providing motivation and 
inspiration.  Table 9 provides a summary on faculty differences.  
The distributions for all nine variables were analyzed for skewness and kurtosis 
and the values were considered acceptable except for two leadership characteristics.  
Ability to evaluate faculty and staff performance provided a value of 4.687 for kurtosis.  
Setting priorities provided a 2.247 value for skewness and a 4.639 value for kurtosis.
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Table 9               
               
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for Significant Differences between 
Faculty 
               
  University A   University B   University C   University D   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  
F,  
(3, 47) 
p 
               
Meets equity and 
diversity goals 
1.80 .632  1.75 .707  1.40 .632  2.22 .878  3.399 .025 
Ability to evaluate 
faculty and staff 
performance 
1.60 .516  1.38 .518  1.67 .488  2.28 1.018  3.847 .015 
Relating to students 
individually and in 
groups 
1.40 .516  1.50 .535  1.53 .640  2.06 .539  4.055 .012 
Civility 1.30 .483  1.38 .518  1.33 .488  1.83 .707  2.910 .044 
Commitment to diversity 1.70 .675  1.75 .463  1.40 .632  2.17 .924  3.004 .040 
Effective community 
relationships 
1.10 .316  1.38 .518  1.53 .640  1.72 .924  3.394 .025 
Providing motivation and 
inspiration 
1.10 .316  1.88 .641  1.33 .488  1.50 .618  3.340 .027 
Setting priorities 1.10 .316  1.63 .744  1.20 .414  1.06 .236  3.704 .018 
Emphasizing goals that 
will make a substantial 
difference 
1.10 .316   1.25 .463   1.53 .516   1.06 .236   4.645 .006 
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Overall Differences between PASSHE Universities 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to evaluate the mean 
differences between each of the four universities.  The 39 leadership characteristics were 
the dependent variables; the four universities were represented by a single categorical 
variable called PASSHE Institution.  All stakeholder groups were included in the 
ANOVA.  Since staff could not be included for ANOVA analysis in the previous two 
sections regarding the differences between and within PASSHE institutions, they have 
been included here as part of the overall differences between the four universities.  If a 
significant difference was obtained between the stakeholder groups, a post hoc 
comparison using a least significant difference (LSD) test was conducted to determine 
which mean differences were significant and which were not.  The more conservative 
Scheffe´ test was also conducted for significant mean differences between the stakeholder 
groups.  Levene‘s test for homogeneity of variance was examined for those factors to be 
significant.  If the stakeholder groups did differ significantly, the distributions were 
checked for skewness and kurtosis, and if nothing unusual was found, the ANOVA 
analysis and results were accepted.     
Significant differences existed in 11 of 39 variables related to leadership 
characteristics.  The distributions for all eleven variables were analyzed for skewness and 
kurtosis and the values were considered acceptable except for two leadership 
characteristics.  Commitment to diversity provided a value of 2.512 for kurtosis.  Setting 
priorities provided a 3.095 value for kurtosis.  Table 10 provides descriptive statistics and 
ANOVA results.   
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Table 10 
 
 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for Significant 
Differences between Universities 
  
  University A   University B   University C   University D   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(3, 201) 
p 
               
Meets equity and diversity 
goals 
1.85 .709  1.67 .603  1.49 .608  1.90 .900  4.094 .008 
Ability to evaluate faculty 
and staff performance 
1.38 .590  1.69 .668  1.69 .627  1.80 .872  2.801 .041 
Ensuring high quality 
student services 
1.21 .409  1.47 .505  1.26 .557  1.45 .577  3.063 .029 
Relating to students 
individually and in groups 
1.26 .498  1.44 .586  1.27 .479  1.63 .662  5.036 .002 
Civility 1.33 .530  1.40 .539  1.33 .503  1.61 .635  2.951 .034 
Commitment to diversity 1.82 .914  1.58 .543  1.49 .583  1.82 .767  3.288 .022 
Providing motivation and 
inspiration 
1.10 .307  1.44 .624  1.24 .464  1.27 .493  3.530 .016 
Setting priorities 1.10 .307  1.38 .535  1.33 .337  1.08 .272  6.445 .000 
Thoughtful and forthright 
self-evaluation 
1.26 .442  1.51 .506  1.49 .583  1.57 .575  2.704 .047 
Stating clear goals and 
objectives 
1.03 .160  1.29 .458  1.20 .403  1.18 .385  3.466 .017 
Emphasizing goals that  
will make a substantial 
difference 
1.18 .389   1.44 .586   1.34 .508   1.12 .535   4.929 .003 
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Recommendations for Inclusion of Other Leadership Characteristics 
 Respondents had the opportunity to include any additional leadership 
characteristics after completing each of the seven areas of the survey—institutional 
planning, administration, leadership, problem solving and decision making, 
responsibility, professional growth and development, and achievements.  Eleven of the 
twenty-six characteristics added by survey participants focused on the president‘s 
relationships and ability to communicate with a variety of university constituencies.  
Three other respondents also included communication by the president as important in 
their responses to two other areas of the survey.  Delegating authority was included by 
two respondents as well as being an ethical role model.  All of the other items noted by 
the survey participants only had one occurrence.         
Presidential Search Process Questions 
 Survey respondents were posed four questions regarding the last presidential 
search process in which they were a participant.  Was there open communication with the 
campus community about the search process?  Although only twelve staff members at the 
four universities completed the survey, all of the staff believed there was open 
communication about the search process followed by trustees at 96%, students at 94%, 
administrators at 82% and alumni at 74%.  Only 65% of the faculty believed there was 
open communication about the search process. 
 Four of the six stakeholder groups were almost unanimous that there was an 
opportunity to meet the presidential candidates.  Students as a group responded that 87% 
had the opportunity to meet the candidates while 47% of alumni said they had the 
opportunity. 
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 Was there an opportunity for you to provide input and advice into the 
characteristics and qualifications sought in a new president?  Trustees and staff both 
responded at a rate of 83% that they had the opportunity to provide input and advice.  
Students and faculty followed with an affirmative response of 71%; administrators, 66%; 
and alumni, 53%. 
 The last question asked if there was an opportunity to provide feedback to the 
search committee about the candidates.  Staff believed they had the greatest opportunity 
for feedback at 92% followed by trustees at 88%, administrators at 86%, faculty at 80%, 
students at 77%, and alumni at 49%. 
Participant Comments  
 The last section of the survey asked respondents to make any comments regarding 
the characteristics and qualifications of a new president or about the search process itself.  
Thirty-eight individuals provided comments.  Survey participants at University C offered 
the most comments (18) followed by University A (13), University D (4) and University 
B (3).  As for stakeholder groups, faculty offered the most comments (12) followed by 
alumni (8), administrators (7), students (6) and trustees (5).  None of the staff offered any 
comments about the characteristics and qualifications or about the search process.   
The majority of participants‘ comments focused on the search process itself.  
Within the search process, comments could be categorized into four overall themes—
searching versus selecting, participation, length of time the search process takes and 
politics.  Under the theme of searching versus selecting included comments about the 
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education‘s Board of Governors involvement in the 
selection of the university president.  One administrator commented that ―The on-campus 
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process was open and inclusive.  The less inclusive and least representative phase of the 
search process involves the Board of Governors and Chancellor‘s office, where university 
and COT recommendations can be ignored.‖  Another administrator wrote, ―The system 
office made very clear that our process was preliminary, and that the Chancellor would 
control the outcome.‖  One participant believed the ―greatest flaw in the process was that 
the university search committee did not have the ability to contact references and visity 
[sic] the campus of the finalist.‖ 
Trustees also offered comments regarding their role in the search process.  One 
trustee wrote:   
Although not directly involved in the process, by not being a member of the 
Selection Committee, I feel that the leadership of the State System was much too 
controlling in the total process.  The State System requirement that the University 
Council of Trustees submit three (3) qualified names in no rank order to ‗it‘ or 
‗them‘ absolutely defeats the purpose of the end result of the local governing 
body of the University selecting the President of the Institution.  This aspect of 
the process must be changed to at least allow the Council of Trustees to submit 
the names in rank order if not all the Council of Trustees, following the Selection 
Process, to make the selection themselves. 
Another trustee stated, ―The search process currently in place in the PASSHE has 
been around sicne [sic] the early 1980s.  This process needs to be evaluated and more 
flexibilities [sic] should be given to the local universities when it comes to this search 
process.‖  One trustee stated, ―the final decision is made at the State level so why have 
the Trustees participate at all.[sic]‖   
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Only one faculty member offered a comment about the Chancellor‘s involvement 
in the presidential search process.  ―The fact that the final suggested and ranked 
candidates can be completely ignored by the Chancellor, the fact that the Chancellor can 
ultimately appoint whoever he/she wants (among many others) are, in my opinion, flaws 
in the process.‖ 
Different aspects of participation in the search process were raised by survey 
participants, particularly by faculty.  One faculty member considered the search an 
―‗insider‘ process with only the superficial appearance of soliciting and weighing input 
from major stakeholders ‗shut out‘ of [sic] search process.‖  A faculty member believed 
that the chair of the search committee ―manipulated the process.‖  ―There was a good 
show of participation, but in reality there was little respect for the academic side of the 
house.  The faculty rankings of the candidates were ignored.‖  Another faculty member 
pointed out that a problem with the process allows a president to be appointed ―without 
any support from the faculty & [sic] staff of the institution.‖ 
Another aspect of participation noted in some comments focused on the 
composition of the search committee itself.  Two faculty members made the point that 
faculty should have a greater presence on the search committee.  ―The trustees should 
regard the faculty as stakeholders who have a vested interest in their president and who 
should have at least equal say in selecting said leader.  In our search, the trustees viewed 
the faculty as opponents to be thwarted,‖ said a faculty member.  Another wrote that the 
―Make-up of the search committee was weighted too much towards administration.‖  The 
faculty member pointed out that students do not attend their university because of ―our 
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great administrators.‖  The faculty member also questions why the state should ―shun 
faculty input on the committee.‖      
One‘s level of participation or influence was also raised as an issue with the 
search process.  A student who had attended two open sessions for students to ask 
questions of the candidates commented that, ―I learned later that our opinions are 
considered but hold the least influence when hiring a president.‖  Another student stated, 
―The open campus meeting was shut down by the search committee to restrict us to ask 
only certain questions—they forgot they answer to us, not the other way around.‖  Even a 
trustee expressed concern that not everyone‘s viewpoint was considered.  ―A small group 
was listened to and every one [sic] else was simply ‗allowed to vent‘.‖ 
There was a positive comment about the search process at one of the universities.  
The participant believed their process seemed democratic and open to everyone.  They 
noted that there had been separate and open interview sessions for students, faculty and 
staff and everyone was encouraged to provide input on the candidates.   
One participant questioned whether their search process was too open and 
involved people who did not understand the responsibilities of being a president.  
This was an open a process as any I‘ve been involved with . . . maybe too much 
so.  Individuals from every constituency were included, many of whom may come 
into contact with the president once in a great while and, quite frankly, don‘t 
know what a president does or should be doing on a daily basis. 
The length of time the search process takes from the beginning of the search at the 
campus level to the selection of the university president at the system level was noted.  
―The process probably takes too long.  Several good candidates were lost because our 
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search process took longer than the other searches they were in.‖  Another participant 
said that, ―Communication was fine once the candidates were brought to campus-but 
until then we were not kept abreast of where the committee was in the process.  It was 
very lengthy.‖  The timeliness of the search process was also cited as a reason for losing 
good candidates or for accepting less qualified individuals for president.  The issue was 
summed up this way by one administrator: ―Also, because of the elapsed time between 
the university recommendations to the BOG and BOG interviews/decision making, 
stronger candidates receive other offers leaving the less desirable (although still viable) 
candidates available.  Hence, the first and maybe even the campus‘ first and second 
choices are no longer in the mix.‖  
Politics was also raised as an issue with the search process.  One individual 
believed that politics prevents internal employees from being considered for promotion to 
president and noted that universities operate differently from a business environment.  
Another individual suggested that ―politics should be removed from the search process.  
The best candidates should surface from those that submitted applications.‖    
  A few comments were offered regarding the characteristics and qualifications for 
a new president.  One faculty member suggested that ―University presidents should have 
experience as a faculty member, have secured tenure, have teaching experience, have a 
doctorate, and have publications that have been refereed.‖  Other characteristics 
suggested intelligence, open-mindedness, willingness to listen to and meet with faculty, 
and striking a balance between inward and outward looking presidents.  The example of 
an inward looking president is focused on academics and students affairs while an 
outward looking president is focused on fund raising and constituency relations. 
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Summary 
This chapter presented the results of the data analysis collected to examine how 
leadership qualities and characteristics desired of a new university president compare 
among the institutional stakeholders during the search process at universities within the 
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education.  A purposive method of sampling was 
used in this study for the purpose of surveying individuals in each target population who 
serve in a leadership position with the university and would have an understanding of the 
qualities desired in a new president. 
 Only 4 of the 39 variables showed significant differences between stakeholder 
groups at University A.  Stakeholders at University B differed significantly on 13 of the 
39 variables.  University C differed significantly between stakeholders on only 2 
characteristics.  University D significantly differed on 8 characteristics.   
No differences were found between the student groups at the four universities.  
Only two variables showed significant differences between alumni and three variables 
were found to be significant among administrators when compared between the four 
institutions.  Trustees significantly differed on five variables with University A differing 
with University C on three of the five variables and with University B and D on one 
variable.   
 Twenty-six additional leadership characteristics were offered by participants 
when asked for recommendations.  Some of the qualities and characteristics considered 
essential for effective leadership by leadership theorists were either not recommended or 
received only a single notation by participants. 
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Participant responses in the comments section of the survey offer insight into 
what other factors might influence the search process and its‘ outcome.  Trustees 
expressed the most concern that the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education‘s 
Board of Governors can ignore the recommendation of the trustees.  Participation in the 
search process remains an issue for faculty.   
Chapter Five will present a discussion of the results from Chapter Four, 
conclusions, implications for practice, and implications for future study. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
This research study was conducted to examine how leadership qualities and 
characteristics desired of a new university president compare among the institutional 
stakeholders during the search process at universities within the Pennsylvania State 
System of Higher Education.  Specifically, the null hypothesis stated that the introduction 
and presence of the leadership qualities and characteristics as described in the criteria for 
performance of a new university president in Board of Governor‘s Policy 2002-2003 are 
incongruent among stakeholder groups involved in the presidential search process at four 
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education universities. 
A purposive method of sampling was used in this study for the purpose of 
surveying individuals in each target population who serve in a leadership position with 
the university and would have an understanding of the qualities desired in a new 
president.  The online survey instrument used was based on a five-point Likert scale.  A 
pilot test of the survey instrument‘s reliability was administered to a fifth university that 
had completed a presidential search in the last three years.  The survey instrument was 
then tested for reliability using Chronbach‘s coefficient alpha.  The four universities that 
were selected to participate in the study had also completed a presidential search within 
the last three years. 
Only 4 of the 39 variables showed significant differences between stakeholder 
groups at University A.  Administrators differed significantly with students, trustees and 
alumni on 2 of the 4 variables.  The 2 other variables showed students differing with 
faculty, trustees, and administrators.   
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It should not be surprising that students place a greater importance on ensuring 
high quality student services than do faculty and trustees.  Conversely, it should not be 
surprising then that students place a lesser importance than faculty and administrators do 
on a president‘s ability to manage effective community relations.   
Stakeholders at University B differed significantly on 13 of the 39 variables.  
Except for staff, which could not be compared with the other groups because of sample 
size, each of the five other stakeholder groups viewed some characteristics as either more 
important or less important to one another.  University C differed significantly between 
stakeholders on only two characteristics.  University D significantly differed on eight 
characteristics.   
 Surprisingly, no differences were found between the student groups at the four 
universities.  Only two variables showed significant differences between alumni and three 
variables were found to be significant among administrators when compared between the 
four institutions.  Trustees significantly differed on five variables with University A 
differing with University C on three of the five variables and with University B and D on 
one variable.   
 Faculty at the four institutions significantly differed with each other on seven of 
the nine leadership characteristics.  University D differed significantly with faculty at the 
other three universities on seven of the characteristics.  Most of University D‘s 
differences were with faculty at University A.  Chapter Four delineates all the significant 
differences between stakeholders within the four universities and all of the significant 
stakeholder differences between the four universities.      
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 Limited empirical studies similar to this research topic necessitated using the least 
significant difference (LSD) post hoc comparison to show significant differences in the 
leadership characteristics between the stakeholder groups.  If only the more conservative 
Scheffe´ test had been utilized after a leadership characteristic was found to be significant 
using a one-way analysis of variance, then only a few significant differences between 
stakeholder groups would have been detected.   Since empirical research is limited on this 
topic, it was more advantageous to find as many significant differences between the 
groups. 
 Twenty-six additional leadership characteristics were offered by participants 
when asked for recommendations.  What qualities and characteristics were not 
recommended by the participants was more noteworthy than what was included.  Some of 
the qualities and characteristics considered essential for effective leadership by leadership 
theorists were either not recommended or received only a single notation by participants.  
DePree (1989) pointed out that leaders must have integrity at all times.  Integrity was 
only mentioned one time.  Maxwell (1999) suggested that an effective leader possesses 
personal characteristics such as character and commitment.  Neither of these attributes is 
listed.   
 Several position announcements for university presidents, particularly 
advertisements for presidents in the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education, 
include descriptors such as entrepreneurial leader, understanding of facility and strategic 
planning, empowers others, listening skills, high energy, judgment and commitment to 
shared governance.  None of these characteristics made the list of additional leadership 
characteristics.  The contention made by the American Council on Education (2006) 
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study, Greenwood and Ross (1996) and McLaughlin and Riesman (1985) that faculty 
members want individuals with academic backgrounds to serve as president was not 
made evident in this study.  There was only one mention of possessing academic 
credentials to serve as president.       
One of the four questions asked of participants related to the presidential search 
process was whether there was open communication about the search process.  Overall, 
faculty gave open communication the lowest percentage response of 65%.  Even alumni 
whose proximity to campus and day-to-day activities may be limited believed there was 
open communication at a rate of 74%.  A low percentage response from alumni on 
whether they had an opportunity to meet the candidates (47%) as well as alumni input 
and advice into the characteristics (53%) is understandable given the proximity factor to 
the university. 
It was surprising that not all trustees, only 88%, believed that they had an 
opportunity to provide feedback to the search committee about the candidates.  The 
trustees have the ultimate responsibility to recommend the names of three candidates to 
the Board of Governors.   
The participant comments section of the survey offers the most insight into what 
other factors might influence the search process and its‘ outcome.  Searching for a 
candidate versus selecting the president generated the most pointed comments from 
trustees, administrators and faculty.  McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) noted that a two-
tiered model of searching and selecting may impact on the legitimacy of the search 
process.  Faculty tends to believe that trustees have conspired to select a particular 
candidate (McLaughlin & Riesman, 1990).  In this research study, trustees expressed the 
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most concern that the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education‘s Board of 
Governors can ignore the recommendation of the trustees.  A trustee pointed out that the 
current two-tiered process of searching and selecting university presidents has been 
around since the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education was created in 1983.  
Only one faculty member offered a comment that the search process was flawed.  
Birnbaum (1988) also cautioned that procedural defects in the search process can 
jeopardize the outcome. 
Participation in the search process remains an issue for faculty as McLaughlin and 
Riesman (1990) pointed out from presidential searches they had studied.  Faculty wants 
greater representation on the search committee so as to be on a more level playing field 
with trustees according to McLaughlin and Riesman (1990).  One faculty member noted 
that ―The trustees should regard the faculty as stakeholders who have a vested interest in 
their president and who should have at least equal say in selecting said leader.‖     
Conclusions 
Although significant differences were found among stakeholders within the four 
universities and between them, the stakeholders—trustees, students, administrators, 
alumni, faculty and staff, were in agreement more times than not on the leadership 
qualities and characteristics they desired in a new university president.  Had there been 
significant differences on 27 of the 39 leadership characteristics as opposed to 2 or 9 of 
39 characteristics, the hypothesis that there are significant differences between 
stakeholders would be accepted. 
All fourteen universities in the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education 
must follow a similar presidential search process.  The outcomes, however, were not all 
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the same.  One university experienced a prior failed search.  There are other factors 
beyond the leadership qualities and characteristics that influence or impact on the search 
process.  The comments offered by the participants of this study provide further evidence 
as to what these influences are.  This study supports Fujita‘s (1994) conclusion that board 
members, faculty and administrators have different sets of values, expectations and 
experiences. 
Ultimately it may not matter whether a two-tiered search and selection process is 
utilized, as is the case with the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education, or the 
entire search process is conducted at the local campus level, as is the case at private 
institutions.  What does matter is the stakeholders‘ perception that a legitimate process 
was conducted throughout the entire search process.  For example, individuals on the 
search committee or a particular stakeholder group may use flaws in the search process to 
question its‘ legitimacy when the candidate they are supporting is not the favored 
candidate of the other members of the search committee.   
Stakeholders may also have mistrust for the process depending on who has 
control over the decision to select the new president.  Trustees at the universities in the 
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education make the first decision by voting to 
recommend three candidates to the Board of Governors.  Stakeholders may believe that 
the trustees or the board of governors have conspired to select a particular candidate.  The 
Board of Governors is not required to select from the three recommended candidates.  
Official background checks on the candidates are conducted at the State System level so 
the search committees and trustees are recommending candidates without the benefit of 
formal references.  What stakeholder groups see and hear from candidates during the 
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campus search process may be very different from what the university gets when the new 
president arrives on campus.                       
Regardless of who controls the search process and who makes the ultimate 
decision about who the next president is going to be, organizational politics must be 
recognized and managed.  The goal should be to make the process as legitimate as 
possible.  The university and Board of Governors may have selected a very desirable 
president but a questionable search and selection process may impact on the success of 
the new president and the university.    
Implications for Practice 
 There has been some discussion by the Chancellor and the Board of Governors of 
the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education to change the process by which 
university presidents are selected.  One proposal being discussed is for the Board of 
Governors and Chancellor to conduct the search and for the university constituency to 
select a president from among two or three names.  From the participants‘ comments 
shared in the survey, this alternative approach to the search process would most likely 
receive negative feedback from the stakeholders, especially trustees, faculty and 
administrators.  With current concerns about trustee collusion and the search process 
being too controlled, suggesting an alternative search process that removes many of the 
procedures that Birnbaum (1988) and McLaughlin and Riesman (1985; 1992) contend are 
important to the legitimacy of the search process may lead to more flawed or failed 
searches.  
 Regardless of whether the universities or the Board of Governors conduct the 
search portion of the process in the future, the Board of Governors, Chancellor and 
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trustees need to jointly establish basic criteria when searching for new presidents.  As 
was stated in Chapter One, The Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education‘s 
―Guidelines for Recommending Presidential Appointment‖ (1983) is silent on the 
leadership qualities and characteristics that the Board of Governors considers and desires 
when selecting a university president.  Criteria need to be written to accommodate the 
specific leadership needs of the universities and recognize that the universities are at 
different developmental stages. 
 The Board of Governors, Chancellor and trustees should also begin to consider 
some aspects of succession planning now being utilized more extensively by businesses 
and corporations.  Succession planning is preparing for the eventual change in executive 
leadership.  Some of the search process issues that were commented on by the survey 
participants could be addressed utilizing succession planning.   
 Stakeholder groups should have an opportunity to participate in an educational 
leadership development program prior to conducting a presidential search.  Many 
individuals who are asked to participate in a presidential search process have never been 
exposed to educational programs that discuss what leadership is and the relationship 
between leadership characteristics and presidential effectiveness.  This contention is 
supported by the leadership qualities and characteristics that were not recommended by 
the survey participants as being essential for effective leadership.  Character of the 
individual was never offered as a quality or characteristic for effective leadership.  
Integrity was only mentioned one time. 
Selecting the appropriate individual to chair the search committee is also 
important to the legitimacy of the search process.  Current policy in the Pennsylvania 
  83 
State System of Higher Education requires that a trustee serve as the chair of the search 
committee.  It is important that the individual selected to chair the search process be well 
respected and considered a person of high integrity.  As was noted previously, individuals 
on the search committee or a particular stakeholder group may view a lack of integrity on 
the part of the search committee chair as a reason to question the legitimacy of the entire 
search process itself.   
 Participation in the search process was an issue raised by survey participants, 
particularly by faculty.  What is considered sufficient participation, communication and 
representation by university constituency groups in the search process may have more to 
do with perception than with reality.  The question regarding participation becomes 
focused on how much involvement is necessary to make everyone feel that they have had 
substantive involvement.  An individual or stakeholder group may believe they had an 
excellent opportunity to participate in the process because their candidate was selected.  
Another person might respond differently if their candidate was not selected. 
 One trustee commented that there was almost too much involvement in their 
search process.  Search committees have gone to providing university stakeholders with 
forms to evaluate the candidates.  Some individuals and stakeholders may hold the 
perception that they now get a vote in the selection of the president. 
 Survey participants also commented on the length of time the current search and 
selection process takes.  The concern expressed is that the search process takes too long; 
therefore, the ―more qualified‖ candidates have accepted presidencies at other 
universities.  Succession planning could save time with the current process as universities 
continue to update their leadership needs and the needs of the university.  The Board of 
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Governors could retain a consulting firm to examine best search practices at other state 
systems and colleges and universities not only for ways to move the search process 
forward in a timely manner, but for other best practices that would help to ensure the 
legitimacy of the search and selection process.                             
Implications for Future Study 
Hopefully this research study can provide new insight into issues of importance to 
the key university stakeholders within the Pennsylvania State System of Higher 
Education as the Chancellor and Board of Governors discuss changes to the current 
search process.                     
One recommendation for future study is to expand upon this research study by 
including each of the fourteen universities.  While the results may be similar to those 
found in this study, a research study involving all fourteen system universities may 
provide stronger evidence and broader support for changing the current two-tiered search 
and selection process.  It would also be important and helpful to have a base of 
knowledge about the universities‘ demographics and culture when analyzing and 
comparing data. 
Another recommendation is to conduct a longitudinal study of the four 
universities included in this study to examine whether the stakeholders consider the 
president effective after one, three and five years in office.  The answer to this question 
would perhaps help to understand whether the initial search and selection process was 
effective and successful.    
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Summary 
Although significant differences were found among stakeholders within the four 
universities and between them, the stakeholders were in agreement more times than not 
on the leadership qualities and characteristics they desired in a new university president.  
There are other factors beyond the leadership qualities and characteristics that influence 
or impact on the search process.  The comments offered by the participants of this study 
provide further evidence as to what these influences are.   
Ultimately it may not matter whether a two-tiered search and selection process is 
utilized.  What does matter is the stakeholders‘ perception that a legitimate process was 
conducted throughout the entire search process.  What stakeholder groups see and hear 
from candidates during the campus search process may be very different from what the 
university gets when the new president arrives on campus.  Regardless of who controls 
the search process and who makes the ultimate decision about who the next president is 
going to be, organizational politics must be recognized and managed.  
Whether the universities or the Board of Governors conduct the search portion of 
the process in the future, the Board of Governors, Chancellor and trustees need to jointly 
establish basic criteria when searching for new presidents.  The board of governors, 
chancellor and trustees should also begin to consider some aspects of succession planning 
now being utilized more extensively by businesses and corporations.  Some of the search 
process issues that were commented on by the survey participants could be addressed 
utilizing succession planning. 
One recommendation for future study is to expand upon this research study by 
including each of the fourteen universities.  Another recommendation is to conduct a 
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longitudinal study of the four universities included in this study to examine whether the 
stakeholders consider the president effective after one, three and five years in office.  
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Appendix A 
 
Policy 1983-13-A: Guidelines For Recommending Presidential Appointment 
 
PA State System of Higher Education 
Board of Governors 
________________________________________________ 
 
Effective: June 20, 1983                                                                                   Page 1 of 4 
 
POLICY 1983-13-A: GUIDELINES FOR RECOMMENDING 
PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENT 
 
See Also:                                                                                       Adopted: June 20, 1983 
 
                Amended: July 19, 1983; May 15, 1984; April 18, 1991; October 15, 1992, 
                                                      October 9, 1997, January 8, 1998, and April 8, 2004 
________________________________________________ 
 
A. Purpose 
 
     To prescribe the method by which the list of presidential candidates is derived, 
     and by which the appointment is made by the Board, pursuant to Act 188 of    
     1982, § 2005-A (4) and 2006-A(2). 
 
B. Search Procedure 
 
     1.      Staff Liaison 
              Upon notice of a vacancy in a university presidency, the chancellor shall 
              appoint a staff liaison to the council of trustees, who, as a non-voting     
              member of the Presidential Search Committee, will assist the council and  
              chancellor in conducting the search in accord with pertinent laws, policies,  
              and principles, including not only Act 188, but Board expectations of the  
              president, affirmative action, compensation practices, and sound search  
              practices. 
 
     2.      Presidential Search Committee 
 
               a.      Upon notice from the chancellor, the chairperson of the university 
                        council of trustees shall form a committee, with the advice and 
                        consent of the council, to be known as the Presidential Search 
                        Committee. 
 
  94 
                
Policy 1983-13-A 
Page 2 of 4 
 
b.      Membership 
 
                        (1) Three trustees, elected by the council; 
 
(2)      One executive from the university, selected by the council after 
                                   consultation with those executives; the executive selected shall 
                                   not report directly to the president; 
                        (3)      Two faculty members, nominated by faculty election; 
                        (4)      One non-instructional person; 
                        (5)      One student (not a trustee) selected by the student 
                                   government; 
                        (6)      One alumna/us (not a trustee) selected by the trustee 
                                   chairperson; 
                        (7)      OPTIONAL: Up to three others within the university, selected by 
                                   the council to assure appropriate involvement by constituency, 
                                   gender, race, generation, etc.; and 
                        (8)      One current or former president/chancellor from a comparable 
                                   university, from a list designated by the chancellor (non-voting). 
 
c.         The chairperson of the trustees shall appoint the chair of the 
                        Presidential Search Committee, who shall be one of the three 
                        university trustees serving on the committee. 
 
            d.         Committee Authorization 
                        The council chairperson shall submit to the chancellor sufficient 
                        information about the proposed committee to assure compliance with 
                        § 2.a. above, and with social equity/affirmative action principles, and 
                        shall oversee any necessary committee modifications. The chancellor 
                        shall then authorize the committee to proceed. 
 
     3.   Consulting Expertise 
 
           The chairperson of the Presidential Search Committee shall select a 
           consulting firm, from a presidential search consulting firm list maintained by 
           the chancellor, to (a) undertake a university leadership needs assessment 
           and (b) assist the committee and the chancellor in conduct of the search 
           process. 
 
     4.   Committee Responsibilities 
 
            a.      Search and Screen 
                     The committee shall invite applications, conduct preliminary screening, 
                     invite certain applicants for off-site interviews, invite leading applicants 
  95 
 
Policy 1983-13-A 
Page 3 of 4      
                 
                     to visit the campus, and report its findings and recommendations to 
                     the trustees. 
 
            b.     Confidentiality 
 
                     All applications and deliberations about individual applications, shall 
                     remain wholly confidential, and the chair may at his or her discretion 
                     expel from the committee any member who violates professional 
                     standards or codes of confidentiality. 
 
            c.      Attendance at Meetings 
 
                     Regular attendance at and participation in committee meetings by all 
                     committee members is essential to the work of presidential search; 
                     therefore, any committee member who is absent from three meetings 
                     of the committee may be excused from the committee by the chair. A 
                     member excused by the chair will not be replaced, except that the 
                     chair, after consultation with the council chair and student government 
                     officials, may replace a student member who is excused. 
 
             d.     Communications 
 
                      The committee chair will issue intermittent communiqués to the 
                      university trustees and community about its progress, notifying them 
                      about such things as committee membership, meeting dates, 
                      deadlines, number of applicants, interview dates, etc. 
 
              e.     Records 
 
                      The committee shall keep and approve minutes of its meetings, and 
                      files regarding all nominees and applicants, and the council shall 
                      retain such files for at least seven years after conclusion of the search. 
 
               f.     Designation of Candidates 
 
                       The committee shall present to the trustees the names and dossiers of 
                       three candidates for the presidency, without ranking, from which the 
                       trustees shall forward their recommendations. 
 
     5.        Presidential Involvement 
 
                The retiring or interim president shall have no direct involvement in the 
                activities of the presidential search. 
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       6.        Trustee Recommendations 
 
                  The trustees shall submit to the chancellor the names and dossiers 
                  of the three candidates, without ranking. 
 
                  The trustees may confidentially share other information and evaluative 
                  material with the chancellor, which may be deemed helpful to the 
                  chancellor and Board. 
 
      The trustees shall accompany their recommendations with a certified   
      copy of the minutes of the trustee meeting at which the   
      recommendations were approved. 
 
C.              Selection Procedure: Board of Governors 
 
                  1.   The chancellor shall submit the report of the trustees to the chair of 
                         the Board of Governors and shall advise the Board. 
 
                  2.   The Executive Committee of the Board, or a committee appointed by 
                         the Executive Committee, shall interview the recommended 
                         candidates, and render its recommendation to the full Board, unless 
                         previously authorized by the Board to act on its behalf. 
 
                   3.  The Board’s interview committee shall invite the chairperson of the 
                        university’s search committee and/or the chairperson of the council  
                        of trustees to observe the interviews of the recommended  
                        candidates and to advise otherwise the interview committee. 
 
                   4.  The chancellor shall notify the trustees and the final candidates of  
                        The Board's selection; a public announcement will be made by the 
                        chancellor. 
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Policy 2002-03: Evaluating Presidents 
PA State System of Higher Education 
Board of Governors 
________________________________________________ 
Effective: April 11, 2002                                                                                   Page 1 of 3 
 
POLICY 2002-03: EVALUATING PRESIDENTS 
 
See Also: 24 P.S. §§ 20-2001A, et seq.;                                    Adopted: April 11, 2002 
Board of Governors’ Policy 2002-02; Procedure 2002-03-01                         Amended: 
________________________________________________ 
 
A. Board of Governors evaluates presidents 
 
The Board of Governors evaluates presidents assisted by the chancellor and 
university council of trustees. Based on its evaluation the Board of Governors 
decides on the renewal of a president’s contract and salary. 
 
B. Performance of presidents evaluated every year on a three-year cycle 
 
The performance of each State System of Higher Education university 
president will be evaluated every year. The cycle of evaluations shall be 
informal, informal, and formal, except for new presidents who shall be 
evaluated formally in their second year. 
 
C. Evaluation used to determine contract renewal and salary 
 
The Board of Governors will review the annual evaluation in making its 
decision on renewing the president’s contract and setting the president’s 
salary. 
 
D. Informal evaluation by university council of trustees and chancellor 
 
Based on the chancellor’s statement of expectations and the criteria set forth 
in F. below, the university’s council of trustees prepares the informal 
evaluation using the most recent system accountability plan. 
 
E. Formal evaluation by university council of trustees & external consultant 
 
Based on the chancellor’s charge of areas to be examined and the criteria set 
forth in F. below, the university’s council of trustees and the external  
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consultant, working with the council of trustees, prepare formal evaluations 
using the most recent institutional accountability plan, input from leaders of 
the faculty, students, alumni, the surrounding community and the president. 
 
F. Evaluation based on following criteria 
 
    Evaluations of Presidents shall be based on the following criteria: 
 
   •  Institutional Planning 
 
• Articulating a vision 
• Responding to student interests 
• Responding to state needs 
• Fulfilling established goals 
• Meeting recognized academic standards 
• Ensuring appropriate and adequate administrative support services 
 
   •  Administration (operations, resource utilization, human resources, facilities 
management) 
 
• Sound fiscal management 
• Recruiting and retaining a distinguished faculty and effective 
    administrative team 
• Meeting equity and diversity goals 
• Evaluating faculty and staff performance 
• Effectiveness of private fund raising 
• Encouraging and supporting excellent instruction and scholarly and 
                creative faculty activities 
• Ensuring high quality student services 
• Leadership Style (vision, communication, collegiality) 
• Encouraging faculty and staff participation in university activities 
• Selecting and supervising an effective administrative team 
• Relating to students individually and in groups 
• Civility 
• Commitment to diversity 
• Effective student communication 
• Effective community relationships 
• Delegating authority 
• Providing motivation and inspiration 
• Sustaining a collegial environment 
• Problem Solving and Decision Making 
• Setting priorities 
• Identifying and analyzing campus issues 
• Critical decision-making 
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•  Responsibility and Accountability 
 
• Thoughtful and forthright self-evaluation 
• Working with other System universities, chancellor, and Board of 
                Governors to achieve common goals 
• Effectively representing the institution and the System to various 
                publics 
• Understanding the role of politics and government 
• Enhancing relationships with educational constituencies 
• Professional Growth and Development 
• Seeking growth opportunities 
• Promoting development opportunities for faculty and staff 
• Mentoring 
• Achievements 
• Stating clear goals and objectives 
• Setting “stretch” goals 
• Emphasizing goals that will make a substantial difference 
• Rewarding excellence 
• Motivating employees 
• Promoting a positive university image 
 
G. Council of Trustees Recommendation to Contain Specific Elements 
 
     The council of trustees written findings and recommendations are to contain: 
 
     • Identifiable strengths and accomplishments, 
     • Suggestions for remediating concerns and improving presidential leadership, 
         and 
     • A recommendation with regard to contract extension. 
 
H. Chancellor may require formal evaluation at any time 
 
     After consultation with the chair of the council of trustees and the Human      
     Resources Committee of the Board of Governor’s, the chancellor may require a     
     formal evaluation at any time. 
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Online Survey Instrument 
 
Leadership Qualities and Characteristics in Search for a 
New University President 
 
I am conducting research for my dissertation at 
Duquesne University’s School of Education, 
Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for Educational 
Leaders. This survey instrument was designed to solicit 
your opinions regarding the leadership qualities and 
characteristics you desire in a new university president. 
Each area of the survey represents criteria used by the 
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education Board of 
Governors as part of the annual review of university 
presidents. Your responses will be recorded 
anonymously and therefore cannot be associated with 
you. Your name or your university’s name will never 
appear on any survey or research instruments. Your 
responses will only appear in statistical data summaries. 
There are no risks to participate in this research study 
greater than those encountered in everyday life. You 
will receive no compensation for your participation and 
there is no monetary cost to you to participate. All 
materials will be destroyed after five years of the 
completion of the research.  The submission of our 
completed survey will constitute your informed consent 
to act as a participant in this research. You may 
withdraw your consent to participate at any time by 
simply not completing the survey. Should you have any 
questions about your participation in this study, you 
may call my advisor, Dr. James Henderson at 412-396-
4880, and Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne 
University Institutional Review Board at 412-396-6326 
and Leslie Folmer Clinton, Doctoral Candidate, Duquesne 
University at 717-477-1738.  On a scale of 1-5, (one 
being “no answer” and five being “very important”) 
please rate how important the criterion is to you in the 
selection of a university president. Please rank each 
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criterion on its own merits. Click on the Next symbol at 
the bottom of each screen to continue with this survey. 
Thank you for your participation. 
 
Please identify your PASSHE University. 
Bloomsburg 
California 
Cheyney 
Clarion 
East Stroudsburg 
Edinboro 
Indiana 
Kutztown 
Lock Haven 
Mansfield 
Millersville 
Shippensburg 
Slippery Rock 
West Chester 
 
Please select from the listing which group represents your 
association with the university. Select only one group. 
Students 
Faculty 
Trustees 
Alumni 
Staff 
Administration 
 
Were you associated with the university in one of the groups 
selected above at the time of your most recent presidential 
search? 
Yes 
No 
 
Were you a member of the most recent presidential search 
committee at your university? 
Yes 
No 
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In the area of INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING, how important are 
the following criteria in the selection of a university president? 
 
              4-                3- Very 
                                     5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
     Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Ability to articulate a 
vision                 

Responding to student 
interests       

Responding to the 
needs of the State      

Fulfilling established 
goals        

Meeting recognized 
academic standards      

Ensuring appropriate 
and adequate 
administrative support 
services     

If you feel another area should be included among the 
Institutional Planning items, please indicate it below. 
 
 
 
 
        4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
 Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Ranking for your 
added OTHER item      
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In the area of ADMINISTRATION (operations, resource 
utilization, human resources, facilities management), how 
important are the following criteria in the selection of a 
university president? 
 
        4-               3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
 Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Ability to use sound 
fiscal management      
 
Can recruit and retain 
a distinguished faculty 
and an effective 
administrative team     
  
Meets equity and 
diversity goals     

Ability to evaluate 
faculty and staff 
performance     
 
Effectiveness of private 
fund raising       
 
Encouraging and 
supporting excellent 
instruction and 
scholarly and creative 
faculty activities   
 
 
Ensuring high quality 
student services    

If you feel another area should be included among the 
Administration items, please indicate it below. 
 
 
 
 
         4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
 Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Ranking for your 
added OTHER item      
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In the area of LEADERSHIP STYLE (vision, communication, 
collegiality), how important are the following criteria in the 
selection of a university president? 
 
        4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
 Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Encouraging faculty 
and staff participation 
in university activities    
 
Selecting and 
supervising an effective 
administrative team      

Relating to students 
individually and in 
groups       
 
 
Civility       

Commitment to 
diversity       

Effective community 
relationships       

Delegating authority      

Providing motivation 
and inspiration      
 
Sustaining a collegial 
environment       
 
If you feel another area should be included among the 
Leadership Style items, please indicate it below. 
 
 
 
 
       4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
 Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Ranking for your 
added OTHER item             
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In the area of PROBLEM SOLVING and DECISION MAKING, how 
important are the following criteria in the selection of a 
university president? 
 
        4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
 Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Setting priorities      

Identifying and 
analyzing campus 
issues       
 
 
Critical decision-making     

If you feel another area should be included among the Problem 
Solving and Decision Making items, please indicate it below. 
 
 
 
 
         4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
 Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Ranking for your 
added OTHER item      
 
In the area of RESPONSIBILITY and ACCOUNTABILITY, how 
important are the following criteria in the selection of a 
university president? 
            4-               3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
                                Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Thoughtful and 
forthright  
self-evaluation      

Working with other 
System universities, 
chancellor, and Board 
of Governors to 
achieve common goals    
 
 
Effectively representing 
the institution and the 
System to various 
publics        
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
Understanding the role 
of politics and 
government      

Enhancing relationships 
with educational 
constituencies     

If you feel another area should be included among the 
Responsibility and Accountability items, please indicate it 
below. 
 
 
 
 
        4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
 Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Ranking for your 
added OTHER item               
 
In the area of PROFESSIONAL GROWTH and DEVELOPMENT, 
how important are the following criteria in the selection of a 
university president? 
 
         4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
                                Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Seeking growth 
opportunities       

Promoting 
development 
opportunities for 
faculty and staff     

Mentoring       


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If you feel another area should be included among the 
Professional Growth and Development items, please indicate it 
below. 
 
 
 
 
        4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
                                Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
 
Ranking for your 
added OTHER item       
 
In the area of ACHIEVEMENTS, how important are the following 
criteria in the selection of a university president? 
 
     4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
                                Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
 
Stating clear goals and 
objectives       
 
Setting "stretch" goals    
 
Emphasizing goals that 
will make a substantial 
difference      

Rewarding excellence     

Motivating employees    

Promoting a positive 
university image      

If you feel another area should be included among the 
Achievements items, please indicate it below. 
 
 
 
 
        4-                3- Very 
                                5-Very        Somewhat  Little           2-Not         1-No 
                                Important  Important  Importance Important Answer 
Ranking for your 
added OTHER item      

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Please answer the following questions by reflecting back upon 
the last presidential search process you participated in. 
 
Yes    No 
Was there open communication with the 
campus community about the search 
process?         

Was there an opportunity for you to meet 
the presidential candidates?       

Was there an opportunity for you to 
provide input and advice into the 
characteristics and qualifications sought in 
the new president?        

Was there an opportunity for you to 
provide feedback to the search committee 
about the candidates?       


Please state any other comments you would like to make 
regarding the characteristics and qualifications for a new 
president or about the search process itself. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this research. 
Your responses will add to the knowledge of helping 
universities make one of the most important decisions for a 
university-the naming of a new president. 
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Cover Letter to Participants  
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Appendix D 
 
Cover Letter to Participants 
 
Dear (Trustee, Student Leader, Faculty Leader, Staff Leader, Alumni Leader, Administrator): 
 
I am a doctoral candidate at Duquesne University‘s School of Education, Interdisciplinary 
Doctoral Program for Educational Leaders.  I am conducting research for my dissertation to 
examine the leadership qualities and characteristics desired of a new university president among 
the university‘s stakeholder groups.  Each area of the survey represents criteria used by the 
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education Board of Governors as part of the annual review 
of university presidents.    
  
As a member of a stakeholder group at your university, I would very much appreciate your 
voluntary participation in this research study by completing a brief survey (average time to 
complete is 6 minutes).  Your responses will be recorded anonymously and therefore cannot be 
associated with you.  Your name or your university‘s name will never appear on any survey or 
research instruments.  Your responses will only appear in statistical data summaries.  There are 
no risks to participate in this research study greater than those encountered in everyday life.  You 
will receive no compensation for your participation and there is no monetary cost to you to 
participate.  All materials will be destroyed after five years of the completion of the research.  
 
Please click on the link shown below to access the survey.  Submission of the completed survey 
will constitute your informed consent to participate in this research.  You may withdraw your 
consent to participate at any time by simply not completing the survey.  If you would like a hard 
copy of the survey to complete or would like a summary of the results, at no cost, please email 
me at lfclin@ship.edu.  
 
Your timely response (within the next few days to a week) will be very helpful and greatly 
appreciated.  Should you have any questions about your participation in this study, you may call 
my advisor, Dr. James Henderson at 412-396-4880, and Dr. Paul Richer, Chair of the Duquesne 
University Institutional Review Board at 412-396-6326, and myself. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely,   
 
Click on link to survey   
http://shipapp02.ship.edu/mrIWeb/mrIWeb.dll?I.
Project=PRESIDENT2 
 
Leslie Folmer Clinton 
Doctoral Candidate, Duquesne University and  
Associate Vice President for Student Affairs 
Shippensburg University 
Shippensburg, PA  17257 
717-477-1738 
lfclin@ship.edu  
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Appendix E 
 
Frequencies of 39 Variables by Institution 
 
Table E1 
 
 Ability to articulate a vision 
 
     Frequency   Percent 
  5-Very Important 176 85.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 27 13.2 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
2 10 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Responding to student interests 
 
     Frequency         Percent 
  5-Very Important 134 65.4 
  4-Somewhat Important 68 33.2 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
3 1.5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Responding to the needs of the State 
 
     Frequency        Percent 
  5-Very Important 51 24.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 117 57.1 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
31 15.1 
  2-Not Important 6 2.9 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Fulfilling established goals 
 
     Frequency         Percent 
  5-Very Important 136 66.3 
  4-Somewhat Important 60 29.3 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
6 2.9 
  2-Not Important 1 .5 
  1-No Answer 2 1.0 
__________________________________________ 
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Table E1 continued 
 
 Meeting recognized academic standards 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 169 82.4 
  4-Somewhat Important 32 15.6 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
3 1.5 
  1-No Answer 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
Ensuring appropriate and adequate administrative support services 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 111 54.1 
  4-Somewhat Important 86 42.0 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
8 3.9 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Ability to use sound fiscal management 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 163 79.5 
  4-Somewhat Important 39 19.0 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
2 1.0 
  1-No Answer 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
Can recruit and retain a distinguished faculty and  
an effective administrative team 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 152 74.1 
  4-Somewhat Important 48 23.4 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
5 2.4 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Meets equity and diversity goals 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 88 42.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 96 46.8 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
17 8.3 
  2-Not Important 3 1.5 
  1-No Answer 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
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Table E1 continued 
 
 Ability to evaluate faculty and staff performance 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 94 45.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 90 43.9 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
19 9.3 
  2-Not Important 1 .5 
  1-No Answer 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Effectiveness of private fund raising 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 127 62.0 
  4-Somewhat 
Important 
69 33.7 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
9 4.4 
_________________________________________ 
 
Encouraging and supporting excellent instruction and 
scholarly and creative faculty activities 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 149 72.7 
  4-Somewhat 
Important 
52 25.4 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
2 1.0 
  1-No Answer 2 1.0 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Ensuring high quality student services 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 141 68.8 
  4-Somewhat Important 58 28.3 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
6 2.9 
__________________________________________ 
 
Encouraging faculty and staff participation in 
university activities 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 98 47.8 
  4-Somewhat Important 93 45.4 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
14 6.8 
__________________________________________ 
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Table E1 continued 
 
Selecting and supervising an effective administrative  
team 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 155 75.6 
  4-Somewhat Important 48 23.4 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
1 .5 
  2-Not Important 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Relating to students individually and in groups 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 133 64.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 63 30.7 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
9 4.4 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Civility 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 127 62.0 
  4-Somewhat Important 71 34.6 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
7 3.4 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Commitment to diversity 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 93 45.4 
  4-Somewhat Important 95 46.3 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
13 6.3 
  2-Not Important 3 1.5 
  1-No Answer 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Effective community relationships 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 138 67.3 
  4-Somewhat Important 65 31.7 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
2 1.0 
__________________________________________ 
 
  118 
Table E1 continued 
 
 Delegating authority 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 129 62.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 70 34.1 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
6 2.9 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Providing motivation and inspiration 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 155 75.6 
  4-Somewhat Important 45 22.0 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
5 2.4 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Sustaining a collegial environment 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 139 67.8 
  4-Somewhat Important 64 31.2 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
2 1.0 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Setting priorities 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 172 83.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 32 15.6 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Identifying and analyzing campus issues 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 165 80.5 
  4-Somewhat Important 39 19.0 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
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Table E1 continued 
 
 Critical decision-making 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 184 89.8 
  4-Somewhat Important 20 9.8 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Thoughtful and forthright self-evaluation 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 114 55.6 
4-Somewhat 
Important 
86 42.0 
3-Very Little 
Importance 
5 2.4 
__________________________________________ 
 
'Working with other System universities, chancellor, and  
Board of Governors to achieve common goals' 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 100 48.8 
  4-Somewhat Important 93 45.4 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
10 4.9 
  2-Not Important 2 1.0 
__________________________________________ 
 
Effectively representing the institution and the System  
to various publics 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 160 78.0 
  4-Somewhat Important 43 21.0 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
1 .5 
  2-Not Important 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Understanding the role of politics and government 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 118 57.6 
  4-Somewhat Important 75 36.6 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
10 4.9 
  2-Not Important 2 1.0 
__________________________________________ 
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Table E1 continued 
  
Enhancing relationships with educational constituencies 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 94 45.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 106 51.7 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
5 2.4 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Seeking growth opportunities 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 111 54.1 
  4-Somewhat Important 81 39.5 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
12 5.9 
  1-No Answer 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
Promoting development opportunities for faculty and staff 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 120 58.5 
  4-Somewhat Important 78 38.0 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
6 2.9 
  1-No Answer 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Mentoring 
 
 Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 58 28.3 
  4-Somewhat Important 130 63.4 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
15 7.3 
  2-Not Important 1 .5 
  1-No Answer 1 .5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Stating clear goals and objectives 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 168 82.0 
  4-Somewhat 
Important 
37 18.0 
_________________________________________ 
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Table E1 continued 
 
 Setting "stretch" goals 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 75 36.6 
  4-Somewhat Important 108 52.7 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
13 6.3 
  1-No Answer 9 4.4 
___________________________________ 
 
Emphasizing goals that will make a substantial difference 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 151 73.7 
  4-Somewhat Important 51 24.9 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
3 1.5 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Rewarding excellence 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 137 66.8 
  4-Somewhat Important 63 30.7 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
5 2.4 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Motivating employees 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 135 65.9 
  4-Somewhat Important 63 30.7 
  3-Very Little 
Importance 
7 3.4 
__________________________________________ 
 
 Promoting a positive university image 
 
  Frequency Percent 
  5-Very Important 187 91.2 
  4-Somewhat Important 
18 8.8 
_________________________________________ 
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Appendix F 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance  
 
between Stakeholders at Four Institutions 
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Table F1                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University A    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F  
(4, 33) 
p 
                  
Ability to articulate a 
vision 
 
1.25 .463  1.10 .316  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.248 .310 
Responding to student 
interests 
1.13 .354  1.30 .483  1.60 .548  1.20 .422  1.20 .447  .996 .424 
Responding to the needs 
of the State 
1.75 .707  1.60 .632  2.60 .548  1.70 .949  2.00 .000  1.599 .198 
Fulfilling established 
goals 
1.00 .000  1.80 .699  1.00 .000  1.30 .483  1.40 .894  1.800 .152 
Meeting recognized 
academic standards 
1.13 .354  1.60 .316  1.40 .548  1.00 .000  1.40 .548  1.734 .166 
Ensuring appropriate and 
adequate administrative 
support services 
1.38 .518  1.10 .707  1.60 .548  1.50 .527  1.80 .447  .454 .769 
Ability to use sound 
fiscal management 
1.25 .463  1.50 .422  1.20 .447  1.00 .000  1.40 .894  .709 .591 
Can recruit and retain a 
distinguished faculty and 
an effective 
administrative team 
1.25 .463   1.20 .527   1.20 .447   1.20 .422   1.40 .894   .525 .718 
*p < .05                  
 
  
1
2
4
 
 Table F1 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University A    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 33) 
p 
                  
Meets equity and 
diversity goals 
1.88 .835  1.50 .632  2.40 .548  1.60 .516  2.00 1.000  1.164 .345 
Ability to evaluate 
faculty and staff 
performance 
1.13 .354  1.60 .516  1.00 .000  1.10 .316  2.00 .707  5.849* .001 
Effectiveness of private 
fund raising 
1.50 .535  1.40 .516  1.20 .447  1.40 .699  1.00 .000  .819 .523 
Encouraging and 
supporting excellent 
instruction and scholarly 
and creative faculty 
activities 
1.38 .518  1.20 .422  1.40 .548  1.10 .316  1.60 .548  1.267 .302 
Ensuring high quality 
student services 
1.00 .000  1.40 .516  1.60 .548  1.00 .316  1.20 .548  3.592* .015 
Encouraging faculty and 
staff participation in 
university activities 
1.38 .744  1.70 .483  2.20 .447  1.30 .483  1.60 .548  2.611 .053 
Selecting and 
supervising an effective 
administrative team 
1.50 1.069  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.20 .447  1.446 .241 
*p < .05                  
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Table F1 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University A    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 33) 
p 
                  
Relating to students 
individually and in 
groups 
1.00 .000  1.40 .516  1.40 .548  1.10 .316  1.60 .894  1.788 .155 
Civility 1.50 .756  1.30 .483  1.20 .447  1.40 .516  1.00 .447  .370 .828 
Commitment to diversity 1.75 1.035  1.70 .675  2.60 .548  1.50 .527  1.40 .548  2.434 .067 
Effective community 
relationships 
1.75 .707  1.10 .316  1.40 .548  1.30 .483  1.00 .000  2.690* .048 
Delegating authority 1.25 .000  1.60 .316  1.20 .548  1.40 .000  1.00 .447  1.688 .176 
Providing motivation 
and inspiration 
1.00 .000  1.10 .316  1.40 .548  1.00 .000  1.20 .447  1.931 .128 
Sustaining a collegial 
environment 
1.25 .463  1.10 .316  1.20 .447  1.10 .316  1.20 .548  1.581 .202 
Setting priorities 1.13 .354  1.10 .316  1.00 .000  1.10 .316  1.20 .447  .247 .910 
Identifying and 
analyzing campus issues 
1.00 .000   1.00 .000   1.20 .447   1.00 .000   1.20 .447   1.520 .219 
*p < .05                  
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Table F1 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University A    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 33) 
p 
                  
Critical decision-making 1.13 .354  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.10 .316  1.20 .447  .603 .663 
Thoughtful and 
forthright self-evaluation 
1.38 .518  1.30 .483  1.20 .447  1.20 .422  1.20 .447  .222 .924 
Working with other 
System universities, 
chancellor, and Board of 
Governors to achieve 
common goals 
1.25 .707  1.40 .699  1.80 .837  1.40 .516  1.80 .447  .934 .456 
Effectively representing 
the institution and the 
System to various 
publics 
1.25 .463  1.10 .316  1.00 .000  1.10 .316  1.20 .447  .487 .745 
Understanding the role 
of politics and 
government 
1.50 .535  1.40 .516  1.20 .447  1.40 .699  1.20 .447  .351 .842 
Emphasizing goals that 
will make a substantial 
difference 
1.13 .354  1.10 .316  1.20 .447  1.10 .316  1.40 .548  .666 .620 
*p < .05                  
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Table F1 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University A    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 33) 
p 
                  
Enhancing relationships 
with educational 
constituencies 
1.50 .535  1.40 .516  1.20 .447  1.40 .699  1.20 .447  1.968 .122 
Seeking growth 
opportunities 
1.00 .000  1.40 .516  1.20 .447  1.30 .483  1.80 .447  2.854* .039 
Promoting development 
opportunities for faculty 
and staff 
1.25 .463  1.40 .516  1.80 .837  1.40 .516  1.80 .837  1.091 .377 
Mentoring 1.50 .535  2.00 .471  1.80 .447  1.70 .483  2.00 .153  1.693 .175 
Stating clear goals and 
objectives 
1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.20 .447  1.791 .154 
Setting "stretch" goals 2.13 1.246  1.80 .422  1.60 .548  1.20 .422  1.80 .447  2.122 .100 
Motivating employees 1.25 .463  1.30 .483  1.20 .447  1.20 .422  1.40 .548  .193 .940 
Rewarding excellence 1.50 .535  1.20 .422  1.00 .000  1.40 .699  1.20 .447  .952 .446 
Promoting a positive 
university image 
 
1.00 .000   1.00 .000   1.00 .000   1.00 .000   1.20 .447   1.791 .154 
*p < .05                  
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Table F2                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University B    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F  
(4, 39) 
p 
                  
Ability to articulate a 
vision 
 
1.38 .506  1.38 .744  1.33 .577  1.00 .000  1.17 .389  1.013 .413 
Responding to student 
interests 
1.08 .277  1.25 .463  1.33 .577  1.50 .535  1.75 .622  3.228* .022 
Responding to the needs 
of the State 
2.15 .899  2.13 .835  1.67 .577  2.00 .756  2.08 .289  .312 .868 
Fulfilling established 
goals 
1.15 .376  1.63 .744  1.00 .000  1.13 .354  2.08 1.240  3.180* .024 
Meeting recognized 
academic standards 
1.54 .776  1.13 .354  1.00 .000  1.13 .463  2.08 .622  .917 .464 
Ensuring appropriate and 
adequate administrative 
support services 
1.38 .506  1.50 .756  1.33 .577  1.88 .835  1.75 .452  1.159 .344 
Ability to use sound 
fiscal management 
1.54 .660  1.38 .518  1.00 .000  1.38 .518  1.25 .452  .826 .517 
Can recruit and retain a 
distinguished faculty and 
an effective 
administrative team 
1.15 .376  1.38 .744  1.00 .000  1.38 .518  1.25 .651  .498 .737 
*p < .05                  
  
1
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Table F2 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University B    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 39) 
p 
                  
Meets equity and 
diversity goals 
1.54 .660  1.75 .707  1.67 .577  1.50 .535  1.83 .577  .532 .713 
Ability to evaluate 
faculty and staff 
performance 
1.31   1.38   1.33   1.75   2.33   6.854 .000 
Effectiveness of private 
fund raising 
1.92 .862  1.63 .744  1.00 .000  1.50 .756  1.17 .389  2.383 .068 
Encouraging and 
supporting excellent 
instruction and scholarly 
and creative faculty 
activities 
1.15 .376  1.25 .463  1.67 .577  1.13 .354  1.75 .622  3.471* .016 
Ensuring high quality 
student services 
1.15 .376  1.75 .463  1.33 .577  1.38 .518  1.67 .492  2.911* .034 
Encouraging faculty and 
staff participation in 
university activities 
1.31 .630  1.75 .463  2.00 .000  1.38 .518  2.17 .577  4.734* .003 
Selecting and 
supervising an effective 
administrative team 
1.31 .630  1.38 .518  1.00 .000  1.38 .518  1.25 .452  .353 .840 
*p < .05                  
 
  
1
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Table F2 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University B    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 39) 
p 
                  
Relating to students 
individually and in 
groups 
1.08 .277  1.50 .535  2.00 .000  1.25 .463  1.58 .515  3.766* .011 
Civility 1.38 .650  1.38 .518  1.67 .577  1.50 .535  1.33 .492  .279 .890 
Commitment to diversity 1.62 .650  1.75 .463  1.67 .577  1.25 .463  1.58 .515  .949 .446 
Effective community 
relationships 
1.46 .519  1.38 .518  1.33 .577  1.00 .000  1.17 .389  1.688 .172 
Delegating authority 1.69 .630  1.63 .518  1.33 .577  1.25 .463  1.42 .515  1.058 .390 
Providing motivation 
and inspiration 
1.08 .277  1.88 .641  1.33 .577  1.25 .463  1.75 .754  3.747* .011 
Sustaining a collegial 
environment 
1.23 .439  1.38 .518  2.00 .000  1.13 .354  1.58 .515  3.005* .030 
Setting priorities 1.31 .480  1.63 .744  1.67 .577  1.25 .463  1.50 .522  .988 .425 
Identifying and 
analyzing campus issues 
1.08 .277  1.38 .518  1.00 .000  1.25 .463  1.50 .522  1.909 .128 
*p < .05                  
 
  
1
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Table F2 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University B    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 39) 
p 
                  
Critical decision-making 1.08 .277  1.38 .518  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.33 .651  1.096 .372 
Thoughtful and 
forthright self-evaluation 
1.54 .519  1.25 .463  1.33 .577  1.25 .463  1.83 .389  2.773* .040 
Working with other 
System universities, 
chancellor, and Board of 
Governors to achieve 
common goals 
1.62 .650  2.00 .926  1.67 .577  1.13 .354  1.50 .674  1.758 .157 
Effectively representing 
the institution and the 
System to various 
publics 
1.38 .650  1.25 .463  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.25 .452  .995 .422 
Understanding the role 
of politics and 
government 
1.54 .660  1.63 .744  1.67 .577  1.25 .463  1.33 .651  .593 .670 
Emphasizing goals that 
will make a substantial 
difference 
1.38 .506  1.25 .463  1.67 .577  1.38 .518  1.58 .793  .528 .716 
*p< .05                  
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Table F2 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University B    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(4, 39) 
p 
                  
Enhancing relationships 
with educational 
constituencies 
1.38 .506  1.75 .463  1.67 .577  1.50 .535  2.08 .515  3.249* .022 
Seeking growth 
opportunities 
1.46 .519  1.50 .535  1.33 .577  1.38 .518  2.08 .289  4.200* .006 
Promoting development 
opportunities for faculty 
and staff 
1.38 .506  1.50 .756  1.33 .577  1.38 .518  2.08 .515  3.190* .023 
Mentoring 1.62 .506  2.13 .354  2.00 .000  1.63 .518  1.92 .515  2.009 .112 
Stating clear goals and 
objectives 
1.38 .506  1.50 .535  1.33 .577  1.13 .354  1.17 .389  1.028 .405 
Setting "stretch" goals 1.77 .439  2.25 1.282  2.00 .000  1.38 .518  1.58 .793  1.828 .143 
Motivating employees 1.31 .480  1.88 .835  1.67 .577  1.25 .463  1.83 .718  2.090 .101 
Rewarding excellence 1.23 .439  1.38 .518  2.00 .000  1.38 .518  1.67 .651  1.986 .116 
Promoting a positive 
university image 
1.08 .277  1.38 .518  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.08 .289  1.882 .133 
*p < .05                  
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Table F3                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University C    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(5, 64) 
p 
                  
Ability to articulate a 
vision 
1.17 .408  1.27 .594  1.10 .316  1.00 .000  1.11 .323  1.708 .146 
Responding to student 
interests 
1.17 .408  1.40 .507  1.10 .316  1.20 .414  1.39 .608  .785 .564 
Responding to the needs 
of the State 
1.83 .408  2.13 .915  2.10 .876  1.80 .414  1.78 .548  1.172 .333 
Fulfilling established 
goals 
1.50 .548  1.40 .507  1.40 .516  1.20 .414  1.50 .618  .644 .667 
Meeting recognized 
academic standards 
1.67 .516  1.33 1.047  1.20 .422  1.13 .352  1.17 .383  1.048 .397 
Ensuring appropriate and 
adequate administrative 
support services 
1.67 .516  1.40 .632  1.60 .516  1.33 .488  1.28 .461  1.103 .368 
Ability to use sound 
fiscal management 
1.17 .408  1.40 .507  1.00 .000  1.07 .258  1.17 .383  1.928 .102 
Can recruit and retain a 
distinguished faculty and 
an effective 
administrative team 
1.17 .408   1.07 .258   1.20 .422   1.13 .352   1.33 .594   .680 .640 
*p < .05                  
  
1
3
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Table F3 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University C    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
 (5, 64) 
p 
                  
Meets equity and 
diversity goals 
1.17 .408  1.40 .632  1.50 .527  1.47 .516  1.67 .767  .699 .626 
Ability to evaluate 
faculty and staff 
performance 
1.33 .516  1.67 .488  1.50 .527  1.47 .640  2.00 .686  2.340 .052 
Effectiveness of private 
fund raising 
1.50 .548  1.47 .516  1.30 .483  1.33 .488  1.17 .383  .964 .446 
Encouraging and 
supporting excellent 
instruction and scholarly 
and creative faculty 
activities 
1.17 .408  1.33 1.047  1.40 .516  1.20 .414  1.28 .461  .305 .908 
Ensuring high quality 
student services 
1.00 .000  1.27 .594  1.20 .422  1.20 .561  1.33 .594  .588 .709 
Encouraging faculty and 
staff participation in 
university activities 
1.33 .516  1.47 .516  1.30 .483  1.13 .352  1.22 .428  1.251 .296 
Selecting and 
supervising an effective 
administrative team 
1.33 .516  1.47 .516  1.30 .483  1.13 .352  1.22 .428  .903 .485 
*p < .05                  
  
1
3
5
 
 
 
Table F3 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University C    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(5, 64) 
p 
                  
Relating to students 
individually and in 
groups 
1.17 .408  1.53 .640  1.10 .316  1.20 .414 
 
1.50 .548 
 
1.17 .383 
Civility 1.33 .516  1.33 .488  1.20 .422  1.13 .352 
 
1.50 .548 
 
1.50 .618 
Commitment to diversity 1.50 .548  1.40 .632  1.40 .516  1.47 .516 
 
1.83 .753 
 
1.50 .618 
Effective community 
relationships 
1.00 .000  1.53 .640  1.40 .516  1.47 .516 
 
1.50 .548 
 
1.50 .618 
Delegating authority 1.17 .408  1.53 .516  1.40 .699  1.13 .352 
 
1.50 .548 
 
1.39 .502 
Providing motivation 
and inspiration 
1.00 .000  1.33 .488  1.00 .000  1.20 .414  1.39 .608  1.465 .214 
Sustaining a collegial 
environment 
1.50 .548  1.27 .458  1.40 .516  1.33 .617  1.33 .594  .553 .735 
Setting priorities 1.00 .000  1.20 .414  1.10 .316  1.07 .258  1.11 .323  .869 .507 
Identifying and 
analyzing campus issues 
1.00 .000   1.13 .352   1.30 .483   1.07 .258   1.44 .511   2.183 .067 
*p < .05                  
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Table F3 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University C    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
 (5, 64) 
p 
                  
Critical decision-making 1.00 .000  1.13 .352  1.00 .000  1.07 .258  1.06 .236  .571 .722 
Thoughtful and 
forthright self-evaluation 
1.33 .516  1.60 .737  1.50 .527  1.33 .488  1.56 .616  .437 .821 
Working with other 
System universities, 
chancellor, and Board of 
Governors to achieve 
common goals 
1.50 .548  1.80 .775  1.80 .422  1.53 .640  1.83 .707  1.386 .241 
Effectively representing 
the institution and the 
System to various 
publics 
1.33 .516  1.33 .816  1.30 .483  1.13 .352  1.06 .236  .769 .576 
Understanding the role 
of politics and 
government 
1.33 .516  1.80 .862  1.30 .483  1.53 .516  1.22 .428  1.691 .150 
Enhancing relationships 
with educational 
constituencies 
1.33 .516  1.53 .516  1.40 .516  1.33 .488  1.56 .511  .428 .827 
Emphasizing goals that 
will make a substantial 
difference 
1.17 .408  1.53 .516  1.20 .422  1.13 .352  1.39 .502  1.865 .113 
*p < .05                  
  
1
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Table F3 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University C    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(5, 64) 
p 
                  
Enhancing relationships 
with educational 
constituencies 
1.33 .516  1.53 .516  1.40 .516  1.33 .488  1.56 .511  .428 .827 
Seeking growth 
opportunities 
1.17 .408  2.07 1.163  1.60 .516  1.27 .458  1.83 .707  2.568* .035 
Promoting development 
opportunities for faculty 
and staff 
1.17 .408  1.27 .458  1.40 .516  1.27 .458  1.50 .514  .823 .538 
Mentoring 1.50 .548  2.27 1.033  1.80 .422  1.40 .507  1.89 .583  2.875* .021 
Stating clear goals and 
objectives 
1.17 .408  1.40 .507  1.30 .483  1.07 .258  1.06 .236  1.912 .105 
Setting "stretch" goals 1.83 .408  2.13 1.125  1.60 .516  1.40 .507  1.56 .705  1.824 .121 
Rewarding excellence 1.00 .000  1.20 .414  1.50 .527  1.33 .488  1.33 .485  .932 .466 
Motivating employees 1.33 .516  1.33 .488  1.20 .422  1.27 .458  1.44 .616  .468 .799 
Promoting a positive 
university image 
1.17 .408  1.33 .488  1.00 .000  1.07 .258  1.06 .236  2.205 .065 
*p < .05                  
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Table F4                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University D    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F  
(5, 45) 
p 
                  
Ability to articulate a 
vision 
1.25 .500  1.22 .428  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.00 .000 
 
1.512 .205 
Responding to student 
interests 
1.25 .500  1.72 .461  1.67 .516  1.40 .516  1.22 .441  1.491 .212 
Responding to the needs 
of the State 
2.00 .816  2.28 .826  2.00 .000  2.20 1.135  1.67 .500  1.616 .175 
Fulfilling established 
goals 
1.00 .000  1.50 .618  1.33 .516  1.20 .422  1.33 .500  .757 .586 
Meeting recognized 
academic standards 
1.00 .000  1.17 .383  1.00 .000  1.20 .422  1.22 .441  .611 .692 
Ensuring appropriate and 
adequate administrative 
support services 
1.25 .500  1.78 .647  1.67 .516  1.40 .516  1.56 .726  1.599 .180 
Ability to use sound 
fiscal management 
2.00 2.000  1.22 .428  1.17 .408  1.10 .316  1.00 .000  1.707 .152 
Can recruit and retain a 
distinguished faculty and 
an effective 
administrative team 
1.00 .000  1.33 .485  1.50 .548  1.50 .527  1.44 .527  .779 .570 
*p < .05                  
  
1
3
9
 
 
Table F4 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University D    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
 (5, 45) 
p 
                  
Meets equity and 
diversity goals 
2.50 1.732  2.22 .878  1.83 .408  1.60 .699  1.67 .866  1.693 .156 
Ability to evaluate 
faculty and staff 
performance 
1.25 .500   2.28 1.018   1.00 .000   1.80 .632  1.89 .782   3.404* .011 
Effectiveness of private 
fund raising 
1.25 .500  1.83 .408  1.00 .000  1.80 .632  1.89 .782  2.014 .095 
Encouraging and 
supporting excellent 
instruction and scholarly 
and creative faculty 
activities 
2.25 1.893  1.11 .323  1.17 .408  1.00 .000  1.25 .500  3.219* .014 
Ensuring high quality 
student services 
1.00 .000  1.56 .616  1.17 .408  1.40 .516  1.89 .601  2.908* .023 
Encouraging faculty and 
staff participation in 
university activities 
1.75 .957  1.89 .676  1.33 .516  1.40 .516  1.33 .707  1.656 .165 
Selecting and 
supervising an effective 
administrative team 
1.25 .500  1.44 .511  1.00 .000  1.20 .422  1.22 .441  1.440 .228 
*p < .05                  
  
1
4
0
 
Table F4 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University D    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
(5, 45) 
p 
                  
Relating to students 
individually and in 
groups 
1.50 .577  1.83 .707  1.50 .548  1.60 .699 
 
1.33 .500  2.830* .026 
Civility 1.50 .577  1.83 .707  1.50 .548  1.60 .699 
 
1.56 .527  1.294 .283 
Commitment to diversity 1.50 .577  2.17 .924  1.67 .516  1.80 .632 
 
1.67 .707  1.511 .205 
Effective community 
relationships 
1.25 .500  1.72 .461  1.17 .408  1.10 .316 
 
1.44 .527  3.262* .013 
Delegating authority 1.25 .500   1.67 .686   1.17 .408   1.17 .408 
 
1.00 .000   2.680* .033 
Providing motivation 
and inspiration 
1.00 .000  1.50 .618  1.17 .408  1.10 .316  1.33 .500  1.692 .156 
Sustaining a collegial 
environment 
1.25 .500  1.28 .461  1.33 .516  1.40 .516  1.33 .500  .440 .818 
Setting priorities 1.25 .500  1.06 .236  1.17 .408  1.10 .316  1.00 .000  .679 .642 
Identifying and 
analyzing campus issues 
1.00 .000  1.28 .575  1.50 .548  1.00 .000  1.22 .441  1.425 .234 
*p < .05                  
 
 
  
1
4
1
 
 
Table F4 continued                  
                  
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University D    
                  
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD  
F 
 (5, 45) 
p 
                  
Critical decision-making 1.00 .000  1.11 .323  1.33 .516  1.10 .316  1.11 .333  .724 .609 
Thoughtful and 
forthright self-evaluation 
2.00 .816  1.39 .502  1.33 .516  1.90 .568  1.56 .527  1.820 .128 
Working with other 
System universities, 
chancellor, and Board of 
Governors to achieve 
common goals 
1.50 .577  1.61 .608  1.50 .548  1.40 .516  1.56 .527  .304 .908 
Effectively representing 
the institution and the 
System to various 
publics 
1.25 .500  1.33 .485  1.50 .548  1.40 .516  1.25 .500  1.33 .485 
Understanding the role 
of politics and 
government 
2.25 1.500   1.61 .698   1.67 .816   1.50 .527  1.78 .441   .737 .600 
Enhancing relationships 
with educational 
constituencies 
1.25 .500  1.61 .502  1.50 .548  1.60 .699  1.89 .333  .941 .464 
Emphasizing goals that 
will make a substantial 
difference 
1.00 .000  1.61 .236  1.17 .408  1.30 .483  1.22 .441    . 996 .431 
*p < .05                  
  
1
4
2
 
Table E4 continued 
                    
                     Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVAs) for  Stakeholders at University D 
   
                     
  Students   Faculty   Trustees   Alumni   Staff   Administrators   ANOVA 
Variable M SD   M SD 
 
M SD 
 
M SD 
 
M SD 
 
M SD 
 
F  
(5, 45) 
p 
                     Enhancing 
relationships with 
educational 
constituencies 
1.25 .500  1.61 .502  1.50 .548  1.60 .699  1.50 .577 
 
1.89 .333  .941 .464 
Seeking growth 
opportunities 
1.25 .500  1.72 .669  1.50 .548  1.30 .483  1.00 .000 
 
1.56 .726  1.425 .234 
Promoting 
development 
opportunities for 
faculty and staff 
1.25 .500  1.33 .594  1.50 .548  1.30 .483  1.00 .000 
 
1.56 .726  1.627 .172 
Mentoring 1.75 .500  2.22 .732  1.67 .516  1.50 .527  1.25 .500 
 
1.89 .782  2.519* .043 
Stating clear goals 
and objectives 
1.00 .000  1.33 .485  1.17 .408  1.10 .316  1.25 .500 
 
1.89 .782  1.289 .286 
Setting "stretch" 
goals 
1.75 .500  2.67 1.372  1.17 .408  1.60 .699  2.25 1.893 
 
1.00 .000  2.708* .032 
Emphasizing goals 
that will make a 
substantial difference 
1.00 .000  1.06 .236  1.17 .408  1.30 .483  1.00 .000 
 
1.11 .333  .996 .431 
Rewarding 
excellence 
1.00 .000  1.50 .707  1.50 .548  1.40 .516  1.25 .500 
 
1.22 .441  .744 .595 
Motivating 
employees 
1.00 .000  1.67 .686  1.17 .408  1.30 .483  1.00 .000 
 
1.22 .441  2.276 .063 
Promoting a positive 
university image 
1.00 .000  1.17 .383  1.00 .000  1.00 .000  1.00 .000 
 
1.00 .000  1.165 .341 
*p < .05                                         
 
